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Abandonment 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  2,  5,  6,  9, 15. 

Absent  and  Absconding  Debtor. 

See  CORPORATIONS  5. 
Acceptance— Bvidenoo  of. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  6. 

Accident. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  2,  7,  23,  26. 
«    INSURANCE,  LIFE  7. 

Accord  and  Satisfaction. 

See  CONTRACT  2. 
Account— Decree   for— Iruputfttion    of  payments — Appropriation    by 
debtor — Statute  of  Limitatione. 

See  PAYMENT  5. 
2.  Action  of— ProoeedH  of  Sale  of  Timber. 

See  TIMBER  5. 

Accretion — Accrues  U»  owner  of  adjacent  land— Btvlit  of  Way— Implied 
Extinction  hj  Htatute-Cobourv  Harbour  Works— aS  Ylc.  c.  79, 

By  10  Geo.  iv.  c.  11,  the  Cobourg  Harbour  Company  vrere  authorized  to 
construct  a  harbour  at  Cobourg,  and  also  to  build  and  ereot  all  such  needful 
moles,  piers,  wharves,  buildings  and  erections  whatsoever,  as  should  be  use- 
ful and  proper  for  the  protection  of  the  harbour,  and  to  alter  and  amend, 
repair  and  enlarge  the  same  iis  might  be  found  expedient.  The  Harbour 
Company  commenced  their  work  in  1820  by  running  a  wharf,  southerly  fix>m 
the  road  allowance  between  lots  16  and  17  of  the  Township  of  Hamilton, 
which  uow  forms  Division  Street  in  the  town  of  Cobourg.  By  means  of  the 
mud  and  earth  raised  by  di-edging  and  gradual  accretions,  which  were  pre- 
vented from  being  washed  away  by  being  confined  by  crib-work,  the  original 
wharf  was  widened  to  the  full  width  of  Division  Street,  and  in  addition  they 
constructed  a  store  house  and  placed  a  fence  dividing  it  from  the  land  which 


Accretion— Conlinaod. 

appellant  (wIiobo  lot  f'ronteil  'Ui  Oivininn  Street,  an<l  extondoil  to  the  wnler'n 
edge,)  hu<l  piiiicd  by  accrrtion  since  the  original  wluirf  whh  niad<>.  There- 
upon tho  nppollant  filed  a  hill  complaining  that  IiIh  ao  :eMS  to  this  alliiviiil 
land  vafl  oh^tructed  liy  tli<>  store  house  unci  fonce  which  th(>  respondents 
caused  to  be  placed  on  th(>  addition  to  the  whiirt',  and  praying  that  the 
respondents,  other  than  the  AttomeyG<uieral,  be  decreed  to  remove  them. 
Held,  1-  That  land  gained  by  alluvial  deposits  arising  from  natural  or 
artificial  causes,  or  from  causes  in  part  natural  and  in  part  artificial,  sn  long 
as  the  fact  is  proved  that  the  accretion  was  gradual  and  impenieptible, 
accrues  to  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  land.  2.  That  the  store  lioiise  and 
fence  complained  of  in  this  case,  were  not  constructed  on  any  part  of 
Division  iStruet,  but  on  an  artificial  structure  constructed  under  the  authority 
of  a  statute,  on  thi>line  of  Division  Street  for  harbour  purposes,  and  therefore 
appellant  was  not  entitled  to  be  indemnified  because  he  is  denied  access  to 
his  alluvial  land  through  the  premises  of  the  res})0ndentH.  .'{.  That  the  ]>ublic 
right  of  way  from  the  end  of  Division  Street  to  the  waters  of  Lake  Ontario, 
was  extinguished  by  statate  by  necessary  implication.  Corporation  of  Far- 
mouth  V.  Simmons  (L.  II.  10  Ch.  D.  518)  followed.   ■ 

2.  Of  Marsh  Lands. 

See  TRESPASS  10. 

Acknowledgment  of  Debt— What  sufficient. 

See  LOAN. 

«    SAI.E  OF  LANDS  9. 
Acquiescence— A  knowledge  of  the  facts  necessary  to  constitate. 

See  MORTQAOE  16. 
Action— In  rem,  by  Mother  of  deceased  Child. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  3. 
2.    Petitory — To  recover  oharch  property. 

See  PETITORY  ACTION. 

Adjoining  Land  Owners— Liabilities  and  rights  of. 
See  EASEMENTS. 
"  DAMAGES  20, 
Adjudication— By  Sheriff  to  joint  purchasers— Security  required  by 
art.  688  C.0.P.--Right8  of  joint  adjudicataires. 
See  SHERIFF  7. 
Administrators -Action  against—Evidence  of  plaintiff  as  to  dealings 
with  deceased  not  admissible- B.  8.  N.  S.  4th  Series  ch.  96  sec.  41. 
See  EVIDLNCE  4. 
2.    With  will  annexed—Purchase   of  land    by,  when  personal  assets 


Administrators— Continued. 

aaffloient  to  pay  off  enoambrftDoe. 

Sm  will  3. 

«  EXECUTORS. 

Advances  —To  get  out  timbor—Lion  for. 

See  LIEN  2. 

2.   To  get  out  timber— Prooeods  of  aales — Account. 

See  TIMBER  5. 

Affidavit— To  support  application  for  arrest— Beaaonable  and  probable 

cause. 

See  CAPIAS. 

2.   Of  deceased  person,  not  admitted  as  ovidonoo  on  a  ddbats  de  comptes. 

See,  EVIDBNCK  8. 
Agent— Goods  sold  by,  as  principal. 

See  SAIiE  OF  GOODS  2. 

2.  Insurance  Agent. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE  1,2,4,  10,  11. 
"    INSURANCE,  LIFE  5. 
"    INSURANCE,  MARINE  1 1 . 

3.  Fraudulent  receipt  of. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  4. 

4.  In  Blection — Limited  powers  of. 

See  ELECTION  17. 
"        — What  necessary  to  prove  authority  of. 
♦See  ELECTION  20. 

5.  In  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Courts. 

See  PRACTICE. 

6.  Deposit  in  bank— Question  as  to  agency. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  4. 

7.  To  sell  land— Selling  and  obtaining  conveyance  from  pretended  pur* 
chaaer — ^Trustee  for  principal. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  5. 

8.  Contract  by,  for  undisclosed  principal. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  12. 

9.  Husband  may  be  general  agent  of  wife  to  manage  property  devised 
to  her,  though  will  directs  he  shall  have  no  control  of  her  property. 

See  EXECUTOR  5. 

10.  Real  estate  agents— Sale  of   lands   by— Duty   of,    ns  to    making 
binding  agreement 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  12. 


Agent— Continued. 

II-   lliil«>  Ar  InnilM-AMlhiirlty  to  ilrlUcr  «li>f>«l  i»n<l  r«>«'«>t««>  purrliiM«>  nionr.v  — 
Aw«>iit  rxrrrillncitnlhnrll.r-Ilcmo.  to  nirfnl-Wcw  iMrrM*iii«>nt. 

One  W.  (told  Innd  iin(li>r  powt^roC  itnlu  in  ii  mortgiige,  and  K.  Iieoumo 
the  piircliMor,  and  paid  t<>rt  per  cent,  of  tliu  piirctiiuie  money,  it  being 
agreed  th<it  tln'  haliuici;  wiut  to  lie  paid  in  nnteH.  Shortly  after  the  )>iaintitl 
A.  hrowgiit  a  deed  to  I',  and  <ieuiand*'d  the  notoH.  F,  wished  to  ahow  thu 
deed  to  his  attornoy,  and  it  wan  left  with  iiiinon  hiH  delivering  to  A.  a  writing 
a«  followH  : — "  Reooived  from  E.  A.  a  dee«l  given  l)y  W.  lor  a  certain  piece 
of  land  hought  at  auction,  Saturday  the  thirtieth  day  of  Scpteniher,  1876, 
at  Midgic.  The  ahove  mentinncd  <lccd  I  receive  only  to  he  examined,  and 
if  lawfully  and  properly  executed  t<>  he  kept,  if  not  lawfully  and  properly 
executed  to  he  returned  to  Edvvard  An<Ier8on.  When  the  Haid  deed  in 
lawfully  and  properly  executed  to  the  eatirtfaction  of  my  attorney,.  I,  the 
said  Charles  Fawcett,  will  pay  the  amount  of  balance  due  on  said  deed, 
five  hun<lred  and  aeventy-two  dollurx,  provided  I  am  given  agoml  warrantee 
deed,  and  the  mortgage,  which  Ih  on  record,  is  properly  cancelled  ifrequir- 
eii."  'Die  deed  was  not  returned  to  A.  au<l  an  action  was  brought  by  him 
to  recover  tht  said  sum  of  |.)72,  named  in  the  above  memorandum. 

The  action  was  twice  tried,  and  on  the  last  trial  a  verdict  was  given  for 
the  defendant,  under  the  direction  of  the  judge,  and  Ji^ave  was  reserved 
to  tijo  plaintiff,  to  move  for  a  verdict  in  iiia  favor  for  nominal  damages, 
the  purchase  money  having  in  tlie  meantime  been  paid  to  W.  On  plaintiff 
moving  for  such  leave  a  majority  of  the  Supremo  Court  of  New  Brunawick 
set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  entered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
(19  N.  B.  II.  22). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  (reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below),  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  said  memor- 
andum did  not  constitute  a  new  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant to  pay  the  purchase  money  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  merely  the  agent 
of  W.,  and  therefore  the  verdict  for  the  defendaat  should  stand. 

For  Strong  .J. -That  the  said  writing  did  constitute  a  new  agreement 
between  the  parties,  but  that  if  A.  was  merely  an  agent  of  W.  in  the  trans- 
action, he  could  still  sue,  as  his  principal  had  not  interfered. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Fawcett  V.  Anderson .-22ii(I  June,  1885. 

Agreement '-Conwtrnetl-n    of-HRle  of  Tlmbcr-ConsiilorRlion-Riirht  to 
recover  baefc  money  paid. 

C,  after  having  examined   a  lot,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  W., 

the  owner,  whereby  the  latter  sold  all  the  pine  timber  standing  on  the  lot 

to  C,  "  such  as  will  make  good  merchantable  waney-edged  timber,  suitable 

for  his  purpose,  at  the  rate  of  $13  per  hundred  cubic  feet,"  and  C.  pfcid  to 


Agreemont— Continued. 

W.  9I,<MH),  "the  halanoo  to  Itr  puiil  for  ticfon'  the  timber  Ih  romovtMl  from 
the  lot."  C.  out  $651.17  worth  of  lirHt  cIumh  timber,  Huitablu  lor  the  Qui^boc 
murket,  wliioh  wa«  nil  of  thiit  cIiihs  to  b<>  found  on  tho  lot,  and  »«ued  W.  to 
rocovnr  back  tho  balance  of  tho  $l,0<tO,  iiainoly  $;{4S.8;{. 

Held,  that  the  true  oon^tniotion  of  the  rontract  was  that  W.  hoM  and 
granted  to  C-  jienninnion  to  ent<'r  upon  his  lot,  and  out  all  the  "good  mor- 
ohantablo  timb^-  thern  growing,  nuitable  for  his  purpose,"  and  not 
merely  " fii-Ht-cla«.H  timber;"  that  there  wiw  nmn^  thun  aufticient  '* nootl 
merohaiitablo  timber  "  still  remaining  on  the  lot  to  cover  the  balance  of 
tho  $l,(X)0,  and  that  tlinro  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  tho  contract  had 
been  reHcinded. 

Per  Tasolioreau  and  Owynno  J.J.— That  the  p.iyment  of  tho  $1,000  was 
an  abHolutt!  payment,  tho  plaintiff  believing  and  n-prPMenling  to  defendant 
that  there  wius  sufficient  timber  to  cover  that  amount,  if  not  more,  on  the 
faith  of  which  representation  defendant  entered  into  th(*  contract,  which  he 
otherwise  would  not  have  done,  and  that  if  ihe  plaintiff  made  an  error,  h9, 
and  not  the  defendant,  must  suffer  the  (tonsetiuenccn  of  this  error. 

Clarke  t.  Wblte—lll.  300. 

2.  Special  Acreciiient.  noii«fHllllnieiil  of— IndobltntUN  rounta. 

L  sued  N.  et  al.  to  recover  fVom  them,  under  specially  endoreed  writ, 
tho  balance  of  accoiuit  dutt  under  and  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  under 
seal  providing  tliot  "  L.  was  to  run  according  to  his  best  art  and  skill  a 
tunnel  of  200  feet  for  the  sum  of  four  dollars  per  running  foot;  that  $150 
should  be  advanctod  on  account  of  the  contract,  the  balance  to  bo  paid  on 
the  satisfactoiy  completion  of  the  work."  L.  made  five  tunnels,  none  of 
which  were  2(10  feet,  but  claimed  he  had  done  in  uU  204  feet.  In  addition 
to  the  count  on  the  agreement  the  plaintiff  inserted  in  his  declaration  tho 
common  counts  for  work  and  labor. 

Ifehl,  that  there  was  not  a  sufBeient  fulfilment  of  the  agreement,  and 
inasmuch  as  L.  had  given  no  particulitrs,  nor  any  evidence  under  the  indebi- 
tatus counts,  the  rule  absolute  of  the  court  btlow,  ordering  judgment  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants,  shouhi  l.e  aflSrmetl  and  the  appeal  dismissed 

with  costs. 

Lakln  T.  Kuttall -Hi.  «K5. 

3.  Additional  parol  term  iu. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  0. 


4. 


('Onmtructioii  of- Property  in  timber— Ovrnerablp  and  control  of  timber 
until  pnyment  of  draft  driven  for  Btumpaice  under  the  nKreoment. 

Tho  respondents,  owner-  of  timber  lands  in  New  Brunswick,  granted 
C.  &  S.  a  license  to  cut  on  tweuty-tive  square  miles.  By  the  license  it  was 
agreed  inter  alia:  "  Said  stumpage  to  be  paid  in  the  following  manner:  Said 
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Agreement— Coniinucd. 

company  shall  first  deduct  from  the  amount  of  stumpago  on  the  timber  or 
lumber  cnt  by  grantees  on  this  license  as  aforesaid,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
mileage  paid  by  thum  as  aforesaid,  and  the  whole  of  the  remainder,  if  any, 
shall,  not  later  than  the  15th  April  next,  be  secured  by  good  endorsed  notes, 
or  other  sufficient  security,  to  be  apptovod  of  by  the  said  company,  and 
payable  on  the  15th  July  next,  and  the  lumber  not  to  be  removed  from  the 
brows  or  landings  till  the  stumpage  is  secured  as  afor«aid.  And  said  com- 
pany reserves  and  retains  full  and  complete  ownership  and  control  of  all 
lumber  which  shall  be  cut  from  the  afore-mentioned  premises,  wherever  and 
however  it  may  be  situated,  until  all  matters  and  things  appertaining  to  or 
connected  with  this  license  shall  be  settled  and  adjusted,  and  all  sums  due 
or  to  become  due  for  stumpage  or  otherwise  shall  be  fully  paid,  and  any  and 
all  damages  for  non-performance  of  this  agreement,  or  stipulations  herein 
expressed,  shall  be  liquidated  and  paid.  And  if  any  sum  of  money  shall 
have  become  payable  by  any  one  of  the  stipulations  or  agreements  herein 
expressed,  and  shall  not  be  paid  or  secured  in  some  of  the  modes  herein 
expressed  within  ten  days  thereafter,  then,  in  such  case,  said  company  shall 
have  full  power  and  authority  to  take  all  or  any  part  of  said  lumber  where- 
ever  or  however  situated,  and  to  absolutely  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  either 
at  private  or  public  sale,  for  cash  ;  and  after  deducting  reasonable  expenses, 
commissions,  and  all  sums  which  may  then  be  due  or  may  become  due  from 
any  cause  whatever,  as  herein  expressed,  the  balance,  if  any  there  may  be, 
they  shall  pay  over  on  demand  to  said  grantees,  after  a  reasonable  time  for 
asoertaining  and  liquidating  all  amounts  due,  or  which  may  become  due, 
either  as  stumpage  or  damages."  For  securing  the  stumpage  payable  to 
respondents  under  this  license  C.  &  S.  gave  to  the  respondents  a  draft  upon 
J.  &  Co.,  which  was  accepted  by  J.  &  Co.,  and  approved  of  by  the  respondents, 
but  which  was  not  paid  at  maturity.  After  giving  the  draft  C.  &  S.  sold  the 
limiber  to  J.  &  Co.,  who  knew  the  lumber  was  cut  on  the  plaintiff's  land 
under  the  said  agreement.  J.  &  Co.  failed,  and  appellant,  their  assignee, 
took  possession  of  the  lumber  and  sold  it. 

Held,  Per  Strong,  Taschereau  rnd  Gwynne  JJ.  (affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below)  Ritchie  C  J.  and  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that 
upon  the  case  as  submitted,  and  by  mere  force  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
the  absolute  property  in  the  lumber  in  question  did  not  pass  to  C.  &  S.  imme- 
diately upon  the  receipt  by  the  company  of  the  accepted  draft  of  C.  &  S.  on 
J.  &  Co.,  and  that  appellant  was  liable  for  the  actual  payment  of  the 
stumpage. 

Mcleod  r>  The  ITew  Branswlek  Bailway  Go.-t,  281. 
5,   Conditional  agreement  to  take  stock. 
See  CORPORATIONS  8. 
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6.  c«n«triictlon  of— evidence— Unmitloii  lor  the  Jury  -Contract  not  under 

Mcal. 

To  an  action  on  the  common  counts  brought  by  T.  &  W.  M.  against  the 
C.  C.  R.  Co.,  to  recover  money  claimed  to  be  due  for  fencing  along  the  line 
of  C.  C.  railway,  the  C.  C.  R.  Co.  pleaded  never  indebted  and  payment. 
The  agreement  under  which  the  fencing  was  made  is  as  follows : — "  Memo,  of 
fencing  between  Muskrat  river,  east,  to  Renfrew.  T.  <&  W.  M.  to  construct 
same  next  spring  for  C.  C.  R.  Co.,  to  equal  to  5  boards  6  inches  wide,  and 
posts  7  and  8  feet  apart,  for  $1.25  per  rod,  company  to  furnish  cars  Air  lum- 
ber. "    Signed  «T.  &  W.  M.,"  and  «  A.  B.  F." 

F.  controlled  nine-tenths  of  the  stock,  and  publicly  appeared  to  be  and 
was  understood  to  be,  and  acted  as,  managing  director  or  manager  of  the 
company,  although  he  was  at  one  time  contractor  for  the  building  of  the 
whole  road.  T.  &  W.  M.  built  the  fence  and  the  C.  C.  R.  Co.  have  bad  the 
benefit  thereof  ever  since.  The  case  was  tried  before  Patterson  J.  and  a 
jury,  and  on  the  evidence,  in  answer  to  certain  questions  submitted  by  the 
judge,  the  jury  found  that  T.  &  W.  M.,  when  they  contracted,  considered 
they  were  contracting  with  the  company  through  F.,  and  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  company  repudiated  the  contract  till  the  action  was 
brought,  and  that  the  payments  made  were  as  money  which  the  company 
owed,  not  money  whicli  they  were  paying  to  be  charged  to  F.,  and  a 
general  verdict  was  found  for  T.  &  W.  M.  for  $12,218.51. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  (affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below)  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  decide 
whether  the  work  performed,  of  which  the  C.  C.  R.  Co.  received  the  benefit, 
was  contracted  for  by  the  company  through  the  instrumentality  of  F.,  or 
whether  they  adopted  and  ratified  the  contract,  and  that  the  verdict  could 
not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  being  against  the  weight  of  evidence ; 
(Ritchie  C.J.  and  Taschereau  J.  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  F.  had  any  authority  to  bind  the  company,  T.  and  W.  M.  being 
only  sub-contractors,  nor  evidence  of  ratification.)  2.  That  although  the 
contract  entered  into  by  F.  for  the  company  was  not  under  seal,  the  action 

was  maintainable. 

Canada  Central  Railway  Company  v.  Murray— Till,  813. 

7.  To  pledge  moneys  by  a  debtor,  Talldity  of-Ar(lcleti  1966, 1969, 1970,  C.C. 

G.,  in  1878,  being  unable,  on  account  of  depression  in  business,  to  meet 
his  liabilities,  applied  to  his  creditors  for  an  extension  of  time  for  the  pay- 
ment of  their  claims,  showing  a  surplus  of  $6,000,  after  deduction  of  his  bad 
debts.  The  creditors  consented  to  grant  his  request,  and  agreed  to  accept 
G.'a  notes  at  4,  8,  12  and  16  months,  on  condition  that  the  last  of  them 
should  be  endorsed  to  their  satisfaction.    N.  (the  respondent)  agreed  to 
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endorse  the  iMt  notes  on  condition  that  G.  should  deposit  in  •  b«nk  in  hia 

(N.'s)  name  175  per  week  to  secure  him  for  such  endonation,  and  O.  signed 

an  agreement  to  that  effect.    Thereupon  N.  endoned  G.'s  notee  to  an 

amount  of  over  $4,000,  and  they  were  given  to  O.'s  creditors.    On  31st  July, 

1879, 0.,  after  haying  deposited  $2,007.87  in  N.'s  name,  in  the  Ville  Marie 

Bank,  fiuled,  and  N.  pud  the  notes  he  had  endorsed,  partly  with  the 

$2/)07.87.    B.,  as  assignee  of  G.,  brought  an  action  agakut  N.,  claiming  that 

the  payments  made  to  N.  by  G.  were  fraudulent,  and  praying  that  the  money 

so  deposited  might  be  reimbursed  by  N.  to  B.,  for  the  benefit  of  all  G.'s 

cred5tors. 

Held,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Ritchie 

C  J.  and  Foumier  J.  dissenting),  that  the  arrangement  between  G.  and  N., 

by  which  the  moneys  deposited  in  the  bank  by  G.  became  pledged  to  N., 

was  not  vdd  either  under  the  Insolvent  Act  or  the  Civil  Code ;  there  was 

no  fraud  on  the  oreditors,  nor  suoh  an  abstraction  of  assets  from  creditors 

as  the  law  forbids,  but  a  proper  and  legitimate  appropriation  of  a  portion  of 

G.'s  assets  in  furtherance  and  not  in  contravention  of  the  rights  of  the 

creditors,  giving  at  the  most  to  the  surety  a  preferential  security  which 

could  not  be  said  to  have  been  in  contemplation  of  insolvency  or  an  unjust 

preference. 

Beaisoleil  t.  lonuwd— Ix,  111. 

8.  With  Government  of  Oanada  for  oontinaoas  posaeeeion  of  nulro«d— • 
Constrnotion  of. 

8u  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  16. 

9.  For  advances  to  get  oat  timber. 

.     Ste  LIEN  2. 

10.  AcMCMeat  to  taaare  Ship  to  amovmt  of  ■dvancea-SV  ▼!«  Hl  IS  t|-4roa. 
*ta(uuiee  ofcMuw  aBder,  so  «■  to  siupend  prescrtptloa. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada  (appeal  side)  reversing  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  Snperior  (Tourt, 
at  Quebec,  on  the  19th  of  May,  1883,  condemning  the  respondents,  as  repre- 
sentatives of  the  late  firm  of  George  Bums  Symes  k  (To.,  to  pay  the  appellant 
a  sum  of  $20,491.74,  with  interest  from  the  13th  of  July,  1876,  and  costs. 
The  ddm  arose  out  of  an  alleged  breach  of  contract  by  Symes  ft  Co.,  in  not 
insuring  according  to  agreement  to  the  fiiU  extent  of  their  advances  thereon 
the  ship  "Empress  Eugenie,"  belonging  to  the  appellant,  the  losa  of  which 
entailed  upon  him  heavy  damages.  The  facts  of  the  case  may  briefly  be 
stated  as  fallows :— For  several  years  previous  to  1867,  the  firm  of  Symes  & 
Co.  had  large  dealings  with  the  appellant,  consisting  principally  in  advances, 
which  they  made  to  the  appellant  on  the  security  of  ships,  which  the  latter, 
»  ship  builder,  constructed  and  diipoaed  of  through  them.     Daring  the 
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c(  se  of  suoh  transactions,  on  the  18th  of  August,  1854,  the  appellant 
assigned  to  Symes  k  Co.  the  ship  "  Empress  Eugenie,"  together  with  the 
flights  and  earnings  of  the  vessel,  for  £18,500,  in  trust,  to  sell  her  at  suoh 
time  and  place  as  they  might  judge  best ;  to  receive  the  price  and  earnings 
thereof;  and  out  of  the  moneys  arising  ftata  such  sale,  freight,  earnings  or 
hire,  or  otherwise  coming  into  their  hands  on  account  of  the  appellant,  to 
retain  so  much  thereof  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  £1^,500,  and  all  other  sums 
then  due  to  them  by  the  appellant,  or  which  they  might  thereafter  pay,  lay 
out  or  advance  for  him,  and  all  other  moneys  due  for  charges,  expenses, 
interest  and  commission,  as  specified  in  the  deed.  It  was  also  stipulated  in 
the  deed  that  the  said  vessel  and  her  freights  should  at  all  times  be  kept 
insured  by  the  said  George  Bums  Symes  &  Co.  to  at  least  the  ftill  amount  of 
the  advances  made  by  them  in  respect  thereof,  and  to  such  further  reason- 
able amount  as  the  appellant  might  see  fit,  the  premiums  of  such  insurances 
to  be  deducted  from  the  moneys  arising  out  of  the  premises. 

The  "Empress  Eugenie"  left  the  port  of  Quebec  for  Liverpool  with  a 
full  cargo,  but  owing  to  the  depressed  state  of  the  market  she  could  not  be 
sold,  and  it  was  agreed  that  she  should  be  classed  and  coppered,  in  order 
that  she  might  be  run  with  freight  until  a  more  favorable  opportunity 
occurred  to  dispose  of  her.  While  the  vessel  was  at  Liverpool  expenses 
were  incurred  by  Symes  ft  Co.,  with  the  assent  of  the  appellant,  to  the 
amount  of  $41,003.67  for  classing  and  coppering  the  vessel,  as  well  as  for 
discharging  and  loading  her.  In  the  meantime  Symes  &  Co.  received 
$22,001.29  for  freight  earned  by  the  "Empress  Eugenie"  on  her  voyage 
to  Liverpool,  and  sums  derived  from  other  sources,  amounting  in  all  to 
$43,382.36,  which,  according  to  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  August,  1854,  they 
were  entitled  to  place  to  the  credit  of  their  advances  on  the  '*  Empress 
Eugenie."  The  vessel,  after  being  classed  and  coppered,  was  insured  for 
$68,000,  and  left  Liverpool  in  destination  for  the  port  of  Quebec  with  a 
cargo,  the  freight  of  which  was  valued  at  $7,600,  and  insured  for  that  sum. 
She  was  lost  on  her  voyage.  Symes  &  Co.  credited  the  amount  received  to 
the  appellant,  and  in  1857  they  brought  an  action  against  him  for  a  balance 
of  £2,929  48.  9d.  on  their  general  accoimt 

The  appellant  contested  the  account,  and  pleaded  that  Symes  &  Co.  had 
neglected  to  insure  the  "Empress  Eugenie"  to  the  fiill  extent  of  their  ad- 
vances, and  that  he  had  thereby  lost  a  large  sum  of  money,  exceeding  the 
amount  which  they  claimed  from  him  and  which  waa  thereby  compensated, 
and  he  prayed  that  the  action  be  dismissed.  The  appellant  made  no  inci- 
dental demand. 

In  1873,  while  the  case  was  still  pending,  the  record  was  destroyed  by  the 
burning  of  the  Quebec  court  house.  More  than  two  yean  after,  the  appellant 
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petitioned  under  the  Quebec  Statute  37  Viot.  ch.  15,  for  leave  to  recommence 
the  proceedings,  which  was  granted  to  him,  and  he  inatituted  the  present 
action  against  the  respondent  as  representing  Qeorge  Bums  Symes  and 
David  Douglas  Youngs  who  had  composed  the  late  firm  of  Symei  A  Co., 
and  were  then  deceased. 

The  majority  of  the  Ciourt  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  were  of 
opinion  that  the  demand  of  the  appellant,  not  having  been  made  in  the  first 
case,  could  not  be  deemed  to  be  a  recommencing  of  the  cause  or  proceed- 
ing of  which  the  record  was  burned  within  the  meaning  of  37  Vic.  ch.  15 
Q.,  and  was  not  a  continuance  of  said  cause  or  proceeding  so  as  to  suspend 
prescription  within  the  meaning  of  sections  7  and  21  of  that  Act.  But  the 
oourt  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the 
question  of  prescription,  preferring  to  rest  their  judgment  on  the  broader 
ground  that  the  respondents  wore  only  bound  to  insure  for  the  amount  of 
their  claim. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Hold,  Per  Ritchie  C.J. 
and  Strong  and  Owynne  JJ.,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  amount  for  which 
Symes  &  Co.  were  bound  to  insure  the  ship  under  the  agreement  was 
the  amount  of  any  balanc<>s  which  at  any  time  might  be  due  to  them 
by  appellant  for  moneys  paid  or  laid  out  and  expended  by  them  on 
account  of  appellant  with  reference  to  the  ship,  viz.,  for  the  amount  of 
moneys  for  which  the  ship  was  liable  to  them  under  the  deed,  and  not  for  the 
cost  of  said  ship,  or  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  advances  which  they  might 
have  made,  irrespective  of  the  sums  received  by  them  to  be  applied  on 
ocount  of  such  advances.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Gingras  v.  Sjmes.— 13th  January,  1885. 

U*  C«M*tracUon  of-Eatoppel— Hlarepreaentotlon. 

G.  M.,  a  man  of  education,  well  acquainted  with  commercial  business, 
executed  a  bond  to  pay  certain  sums  of  money,  in  certain  events,  to  the 
Merchant's  Bank  of  Canada.  By  an  agreement,  bearing  even  date  with  the 
bond,  it  wag  recited  inter  alia  that,  in  consideration  of  a  mortgage  granted 
to  the  bank  by  M.  Bros.  &  Co.,  the  bank  had  agreed  tamake  further  advances 
to  M.  Bros.  &  Co.,  joint  obligors  with  G.  M.,  and  parties  to  the  agreement, 
and  that  the  agreement  was  executed  to  secure  the  bank  in  case  there 
should  be  any  deficiency  in  the  assets  of  the  firm,  or  in  the  value  of  the 
property  comprised  in  said  mortgage,  and  to  secure  the  bank  from  ultimate 
loss.  The  agreement  contained  also  a  proviso  that  if  the  firm  should  well 
and  truly  pay  their  indebtedness,  then  the  bond  and  agreement  should 
become  wlu>lly  void.  In  a  suit  brought  upon  the  said  agreement  against 
G.  Jt,  alleging  a  deficiency  in  the  assets  of  the  firm  and  indebtedness  to 
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the  bank,  O.  M.  pleaded  that  the  agreement  had  been  executed  by  him  on 
repreaentation  made  to  him  by  one  of  hi»  co-obligors  that  it  was  to  secure 
the  bank  against  any  loss  which  might  arise  by  reason  of  the  refraining  from 
the  registration  of  the  mortgage,  or  by  reason  of  any  over-valuation  of  the 
property  embraced  in  the  mortgage,  and  not  otherwise.  The  bank,  the 
plaintiffs,  made  no  representations  whatever  to  the  defendants. 

Held ,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  Court 
of  Justice  of  Ontario,  Gwynne  J.  dissenting)  that  O.  M.  was  bound  by  the 
execution  of  the  documents,  and  was  liable  upon  them  according  to  their 
tenor  and  effect. 

MofUtt  T.  Merchants  Bank  of  Cuuubi.— xl,  411. 

12.  Between  agent  of  vendor  and  parchaeur^Delivery  of  deed — Agent 
exceeding  aathority. 

See  AGENT  11. 

13.  Acreemeiit  with  ainBlelpallt^— t'enstrnetloB  of  '  trsmway— Traction 
enctne-AvrcancDl  So  wltbdraw  and  diseonSinne  aae— Inelndes  stenm 
engine. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  the 
Legislatiu-e  of  Ontario,  between  the  municipality  of  York  and  the  Toronto 
Gravel  Road  Co.,  for  a  right  to  construct  a  tramway  from  their  gravel  pits  to 
the  city  of  Toronto.  One  of  the  clauses  of  the  agreement  was  as  follows : 
*'  So  soon  as  this  agreement  shall  have  been  ratified  by  the  said  corporation, 
the  said  company  shall  forthwith  withdraw  their  said  traction  engine  from 
the  public  highway  of  the  said  county,  and  shall  discontinue  the  use  and 
employment  of  the  said  traction  en^pne,  or  of  any  other  traction  engine, 
upon  or  along  such  public  highways"  The  company  claimed  the  right 
to  put  steam  engines  upon  the  road,  over  such  public  highway,  notwith- 
standing the  above  clause  in  their  agreement. 

Held,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Oiurt  of  Appeal,  11  Ont.  App. 
B.  765),  that  the  use  of  steam  engines  waa  an  infraction  of  the  said  clause. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Toronto  firavel  Road  Go.  t.  Gonntyof  York.  16th  Hot.  188S.»-39  G.  I.  J.  18. 
Amendment —Bigbt  to  order,  under  Administration  of  Jostioe  Act  Ont. 

see.  60. 

See  MORTGAGE  9. 

2.  Power  of  Supreme  Conrt  as  to. 

See  CJONTRACTT  14. 

3.  Of  pleadings— Motion  for,  rejected  by  Superior  Conrt  L.  G.—Insaffl- 
oiency  of  affidavit^-Procednre— Befliflal  of  Snpreiae  Court  to  interfere. 

See  JUBISDICnON  35. 

4.  Of  pleadings,  by  Snpreme  Court,  to  make  tbem  ooatbrm  to  Bvidenoo. 

See  LICSENSE  7. 
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Annuities— Salo  of  corpus  to  pay. 
Set  WILL  5. 

Appeal— Jarisdiction  of  Supreme  Court  of  Caaada  io. 
Set  JURISDICTION. 

2.  Court  of,  Right  of  to  entertain  question  not  raised  at  the  trial. 

See  WILL  2. 

3.  Objection  not  raised  by  pleadings  —Not  open  on  appeal. 

S4e  BENEFIT  SOCIBTy. 

4.  Ob  qucMtlom  of  flMst-Conflletlnff  evldcnce-Dnty  of  Appcllntc  Courts 

Held,  Where  a  disputed  fact,  involving  nautical  questions,  is  raised 
by  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario,  as  in 
the  ease  of  a  oollision,  the  Supreme  Court  will  not  reverse  the  decree  of 
the  judge  of  the  court  below,  merely  upon  a  balance  of  testimony. 

k  The  Flcton.— It,  048. 

5.  Held,  A  court  of  appeal  should  not  reverse  the  Ending  upon  matters  of  fact 
of  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  and  had  the  opportunity  of  observing  the 
demeanor  of  the  witnesses,  unless  the  evidence  be  of  such  a  character  as  to 
convey  to  the  mind  of  the  judges  sitting  on  the  appellate  tribunal  the  irresis- 
tible conviction  that  the  findings  are  erroneous.    Per  Gwynne  J. 

Bjan  T.  Byan>— T,  406. 

6.  Held,  where  there  is  a  direct  conflict  of  testimony,  the  finding  of  the  Judge 
at  the  trial  must  be  regarded  as  decisive,  and  should  not  be  overturned  in 
appeal  by  a  court  which  has  not  had  the  advantage  of  seeing  the  witnesses 
and  observing  their  demeanor  while  under  examination.    Per  Strong  J. 

firassett  t.  Carter,— s,  107. 

7.  Held,  A  Court  of  Appeal  ought  not  to  diflfer  from  court  below  on  a  matter  of 
discretion,  unless  it  is  made  absolutely  clear  that  such  discretion  has  been 
wrongly  exercised.    Per  Ritchie  C  J. 

Jones  T.  Tack.— 23rd  Jane,  1884. 

8.  Held,  where  questions  to  be  decided  by  court  of  first  instance  were  purely 

of  fact,  its  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  23. 
"    ELECTION  12, 19.  20. 
"    WILL  7. 

9.  Where  Verdict  affirmed  by  two  Courts  on  the  weight  of  evidence. 

See  BVIDBNCE  21. 
«     SALE  OF  GOODS  14. 

10.  Additional  objection  to  Award  cannot  be  taken  on  Appeal. 

/Sm  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  3. 


Id 

Appeal— Cod  ti  Dned. 

11«  l>«CBai«atB  ■•«  piwvcti  or  pv«<|aeml  at  trial— laadaUMlbl*  •■  appeal. 

Held,  that  a  document  which  hat  not  been  proved  nor  produced  at  the 
trial  cannot  be  relied  on  or  made  part  of  the  case  in  appeaL 

Ltonals  t.  MoIsm'i  Bank.— z,  W. 

12.  Per  saltern,  when  allowed. 

See  PRACTICE. 

13.  Ic  CrimiDal  oases. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

14.  In  Controverted  Elections. 

See  ELECTION. 

15.  From  Maritime  Ooort  of  Ontario. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO. 
Appropriation— Of  dividend. 

See  CONTRACT  6. 
2.  By  debtor. 

See  PAYMENT  5. 
Arbitration  and  Award— Award,    remlMln*  back-VlM   Laa«   Pnr- 
elUMe  Act  af  1S7S  P.  K.  I.  mc.  49. 

Iloltl,  that  by  the  statute  passed  by  the  island  legislature,  which  they 
had  a  right  to  pass,  the  award  of  the  commissioners  could  not  be  quashed 
and  set  aside,  or  declared  invalid  and  void,  on  an  application  made 
to  the  Supreme  Court ;  but  it  could  have  been  remitted  back  to  the  commis- 
sioners in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  45th  section  of  the  Act.  The 
application  for  the  rule  in  the  court  below  not  having  been  made  within 
the  proper  time,  nor  according  to  the  provisions  of  that  section,  the  decision 
of  that  court  is  against  the  express  words  of  the  statute,  and  cannot  be 
allowed  to  stand. 

Kelly  T.  SuliTan,— 1, 1. 

2.    Award— Finality  of- rindlnc  speclfleallj  on  each  of  tbi  mattorM  In  dlffier- 
enee. 

Plaintiffs  brought  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  certain  lands  in 

the  parish  of  P.    After  cause  was  at  issue,  under  a  rule  of  reference,  all 

matters  in  difference  were  referred  to  arbitration,  and  the  arbitrators  were 

to  have  power  to  make  an  award  concerning  the  glebe  and  church  lands 

at  P.,  and  to  make  a  separate  award  concerning  the  school  lands  at  P.    The 

powers  of  the  arbitrators  were  to  extend  to  all  accounts  and  differences 

between  the  said  parish  and  the  late  Rector,  and  the  defendant  as  executrix 

of  said  Rector,  as  also  between  the  said  defendant  individually  and  the 

parish.    The  arbitrators  made  two  awards.     First,  as  to  the  school  lands, 

they  awarded  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such 
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ezMutrix,  on  the  school  moneyi  in  the  sum  of  91,400 ;  that  the  defendant 
■hould  pay  that  lum  to  the  plaintiffii ;  and  that  judgment  ihotdd  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiffi  for  that  amount  Secondly,  as  to  the  glebe  and  church 
lands,  they  awarded  that  the  plaintiflb  were  entitled  to  recover  the  lands 
claimed  on  the  writ  of  ejectment,  and  ordered  judgment  in  ejectment  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintitt's  with  costs  of  suit;  and,  after  reciting  that  all  the 
accounts  reitpecting  the  receipt  and  disbursements  of  all  moneys  reoeired 
from  the  interest,  rent  and  sale  of  these  lands  by  the  late  Rector,  or  his 
agents,  or  by  the  defendant  as  his  executrix,  were  also  referred  to  them,  as 
well  as  all  accounts  and  differences  between  the  said  parish  and  the  defen- 
dant individusUy,  they  further  awarded  that  the  defendant  should  "pay  to 
the  plaintiffs  vbe  sum  of  II  in  ftill  of  the  same,"  saving  and  excepting  the 
matters  in  controversy  respecting  the  school  lands,  on  which  they  had  made 
a  separate  award  ;  and  that  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  said  sum  of  $1.  They  also  awarded  that  the  defendant  should  pay 
all  costs  of  the  reference  and  award. 

Held,  that  the  awards  sufficiently  specified  the  claims  submitted,  and 
the  various  capacities  in  which  such  claims  arose.  That  the  first  award, 
being  against  the  defendant  in  her  representative  capacity,  could  not  be 
considered  against  her  personally,  and  negatived  any  claim  of  that  kind,  and 
also  was  an  ac^udication  against  the  defendant  that  she  had  assets ;  and  that 
the  finding  in  the  second  award,  that  the  defendant  should  pay  $1,  could  be 
considered  a  finding  as  against  her  in  her  individual  capacity  for  that  sum, 
and,  as  to  the  claims  of  the  plaintiffs  against  her  for  moneys  received  by  her 
husband,  or  by  her  as  his  executrix,  as  a  finding  against  the  plaintiffs  on 
their  claim.  That  the  part  of  the  second  award,  directing  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  reference  and  award  was  bad,  but  might  be  abandoned. 

St-  George'8  Parish  t.  King -11.-148. 

3.  Award— Power  pt  attorneys  to  9nlmrg9  time  for  mafctny— Appeal,  addi- 
tional vronnd  on. 

In  an  action  on  contract,  the  matters  in  difference  were,  by  rule  of  court, 

by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  submitted  to  arbitration,    By  the 

rule  of  reference  the  award  was  directed  to  be  made  on  or  before  the  1st 

May,  1877,  or  such  further  or  ulterior  day  as  the  arbitrators  might  endorse 

from  time  to  time  on  the  order.   The  time  for  making  the  award  was  extended 

by  the  arbitrators  till  the  Ist  of  September,  1877.    On  the  31st  August,  1877, 

the  attorneys  for  plaintiff  and  defendants,  by  consent  in  writing,  endorsed 

on  the  rule  of  reference,  extended  the  time  for  making  the  award  till  the  8th 

September.    On  the  7th  September  the  arbitrators  made  their  award  in  favor 

of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  15,001.42,  in  full  settlement  of  all  matters  in 

difference  in  the  cause. 
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Held,  r«yeniog  the  Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  NoYa  Sootia,  that 
where  the  parties,  through  their  respeotire  attomeys  in  the  action,  oonient 
to  extend  the  time  for  making  an  award  under  a  rule  of  reference,  such  con- 
sent doe*  not  operate  at  a  new  submiMion,  but  u  an  enlargement  of  the  time 
under  the  rule  and  a  continuation  to  the  extended  period  of  the  authority  of 
the  arbitrators,  and  therefore  an  award  madewithin  the  extended  period  is 
an  award  made  under  the  rule  of  reference,  and  is  valid  and  binding  on  the 
parties.  2.  That  the  fact  of  one  of  the  parties  being  a  municipal  corporation 
makes  no  difference.  3.  That  in  Nora  Scotia,  where  the  rule  nM  to  set  aside 
an  award  specifies  oertMn  grounds  of  objecton,  and  no  new  grounds  are  added 
by  way  of  amendment  in  the  court  below,  no  other  ground  of  objection  to  the 
award  can  be  raised  on  appeal. 

OakM  T.  Tke  City  of  Hallf!ix.-iT.  640. 

4.  Award — Effect  of  on  Insnranoe  claim. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  3. 

5.  Award,  deallBK  only  with  canity  of  redcnptloB  —  Wo  notlee  to  tbMI 

•rbtteator— IilWrty  to  antMul  aaswcr  aettlav  «kto  «p— JToeoete  wf  appeal 
when  objections  taken  for  flmt  time  In  Appellate  Oonrt« 

Bills  filed  to  enforce  awards  and  to  recover  moneys  to  be  paid  there- 
under for  lands  taken  by  the  Canada  Southern  Ry  Co.  The  facts  connected 
with  the  making  of  the  awards  and  the  subsequent  litigation  will  be  found  in 
41  U.C.  Q.B.  195, 28  U.C.  CJ*.  309,  6  Ont.  App.  R.  13,  and  9  Ont.  App.  R  310. 
The  Canada  Southern  Ry.  Co.  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
from  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below  maintaining  the  awards.  Before 
the  Supreme  Court,  coimsel  for  the  appellants  for  the  first  time  contended 
that,  in  the  Norvell  case  the  award  was  bad  because  the  arbitrators  had 
dealt  only  with  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  land  owner,  and  that  in  the 
other  cases  the  awards  were  bad  on  their  face  as  being  signed  by  only  two  of 
the  three  arbitrators  without  showing  a  notice  to  the  third  arbitrator. 

Held,  in  the  Norvell  case,  that  the  Canada  Southern *Ry.  Co.  should  be 
allowed  to  amend  their  answer  in  the  cause  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  they 
might  be  advised,  in  order  to  show  that  the  award  was  in  respect  only  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  and  not  the  fee  simple,  and  upon  such  amendment 
being  made  the  award  should  be  declared  null  and  void. 

Held,  in  the  other  cases,  that  the  Canada  Southern  Ry.  Co.  should  be  at 
liberty  to  amend  their  answer  in  order  to  show  that  the  awards  were  made 
by  two  ot  the  arbitrators  in  the  absence  of,  and  without  notice  of  the  meeting 
of  the  said  two  arbitrators  to,  the  third  arbitrator,  with  liberty  to  the  plain- 
tiffs to  file  with  the  Registrar  of  the  Supreme  Court  their  signification  of  their 
desire  for  new  trials,  when  such  new  trials  should  be  granted  without  costs  * 
in  defaultof  such  signification  in  any  oaisethe  award  was  declared  null  and  void. 
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AppcaU  allowed,  but  wiihoui  ootU,  the  otyeoUone  haying  been  taken 
for  the  fint  time  on  appeal. 

CMadA  HMtheri  By.  Go.  t.  irorTell.-llit  Ju«,  18M. 

••  **  V.  OUllBKkUI. 

*•  **  T.  6«tfl«ld. 

6.  AwaHI-B«U«B  «•  Mt  MMet  to*  !•«*-•  *  10  Wak  S  ck.  15. 

An  appeal  firom  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  by 
the  appellant  Biokford,  who  became  pUUiti£f  by  order  of  reriTor  in  a  suit 
originally  brought  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  Ontario  by  one  Ario  Pardee 
againat  one  Henry  Crompton  Lloyd,  for  diasolution  of  partnership  and  an 
account  and  winding  up  of  the  partnership  dealings.  A  decree  was  made  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause,  ordering,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  a  reference  to 
three  arbitrators  of  the  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause.  There  was  also 
a  deed  of  submission,  in  the  same  terms  as  the  decree,  subsequently  exe- 
cuted by  the  parties.  An  award  was  made  and  published  by  the  arbitrators 
on  the  13th  August,  1878.  The  respondent  Lloyd's  solicitor  served,  on  the 
second  day  of  September,  1878,  a  notice  of  appeal  from  the  said  award.  The 
appellant's  solicitor,  on  the  eighth  day  of  October,  1878,  served  a  notice  on 
the  respondent's  solicitor,  consenting  to  an  order  being  made  setting  aside 
the  award.  No  action  being  taken  thereon  by  the  respondent,  the  appellant, 
on  the  2nd  day  of  December,  1878,  served  a  notice  of  motion  for  an  order 
to  set  aside  the  award  for  the  reasons  therein  set  forth.  That  motion  was 
enlarged  from  time  to  time  by  and  at  the  request  of  the  respondent ;  and 
after  argument,  an  order  was  made  by  Vice-Chancellor  Proudfoot,  on  the 
26th  March,  1879,  setting  aside  the  award  with  costs.  (See  26  Orant  375). 
The  respondent  appealed  from  that  order  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario, 
which  court  reversed  the  order  of  the  Court  oi  Ciiancery,  and  dismissed  with 
costs  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  uuuie 
too  late.    (See  5  Ont.  App.  R.  1). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  motion  was 
not  made  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  statute  (9  &  10  Wm.  3  oh.  15),  and 
as  no  good  reason  wa««  given  for  the  delay  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  should  be  affirmed.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Blekford  t.  Llo)d-91st  Jnae,  1880. 

7.  ArMtratien  by  order  of  Conrt  at  Htol  PrIm-To  be  entered  m  a  verdlet- 

■otion  to  set  aslde-Jndve*a  order-Spectol  paper  Sup.  Court,  M.  B.- 
AlBdavlta  In  replr-New  nutler-Dtaeretton  of  Oonrt  below-Con.  Stats. 
JiM.  cb.  37  aec.  17S. 

The  cause  was  referred  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  at 

Nisi  Prius  to  arbitration,  the  award  to  be  entered  on  the  poaUa  as  a  verdict 
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of  »  Jury.  AfUr  Iha  awurd  fth«  appelUuitf  obtoinod  « judge'a  ord«r  for  a  lUj 
of  proocedingi,  and  for  the  gaum  to  b«  entered  on  the  motion  peper  of  the 
oourt  below,  to  enable  the  appellaiita  to  move  to  set  eeide  the  award  and 
obtain  a  new  trial,  on  the  groond  that  the  arbitrators  had  improperlj  taken 
oTidenoe  after  the  case  before  tuem  waa  closed.  Before  the  term  in  which 
the  motion  was  to  be  heard,  appellants  abandoned  that  portion  of  the  order 
directing  the  cause  to  be  placed  on  the  motion  paper,  and  gave  the  usual 
notice  of  motion  to  set  aside  the  award  and  posUa,  and  for  a  new  trial, 
which  motion,  hj  the  practice  of  the  oourt,  would  be  entered  on  the  special 
paper.  Defendant,  in  opposing  such  motion,  took  the  preliminary  objection 
that  the  judge's  order  should  be  rescinded  before  plaintiffs  could  proceed 
on  their  notice,  and  presented  affidavits  on  the  merits,  and  plaintiffs 
requested  leave  to  read  affidavits  in  reply,  olaiming  that  defendant's  affi- 
davits diaolosed  new  matter.  This  the  oourt  refused,  and  dismissed  the 
motion,  the  miyority  of  the  judges  holding  that  plaintiffs  were  bound  by  the 
order  of  the  judge,  and  could  not  proceed  on  the  special  paper  until  that 
order  was  rescinded,  the  remainder  of  the  court  refusing  the  application  on 
the  merits.    (23  N.  B.  R.  447.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  oourt  below,  that  the  cause  was  rightly  on  the  speoial  paper, 
and  should  have  been  heard  on  the  merits,  and  the  court  should  have  exer- 
cised its  discretion  as  to  the  reception  or  rejection  of  affidavits  in  reply ; 
Strong  J.  dissenting,  on  the  groimd  that  such  an  appeal  should  not  be  heard. 

Per  Ritchie  C  J.— A  Court  of  Appeal  ought  not  to  differ  from  a  court 

below  on  a  matter  of  discretion,  unless  it  is  made  absolutely  clear  that  such 

discretion  has  been  wrongly  exercised.    Con.  Stats.  N.6.  oh.  37,  sec.  173, 

applies  as  well  to  motions  for  new  trials,  where  the  grounds  upon  which  the 

motion  is  based  are  supported  by  affidavits,  as  in  other  cases.    It, makes  no 

distinction,  bnt  applies  to  all  "motions  founded  on  affidavits." 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Jones  T.  Taek.-a8nl  Jum,  1884. 

8.    Bailwajr  Oempaaj-AvbltraUea  aader  44  Tic.  eh.  «S  O^Vetupy  PnMIe 
not  dlsqiMllflcA  mi  wrbltmtor. 

This  case  arises  from  an  award  made  by  a  majority  of  arbitrators  on  the 
1st  of  September,  1883,  establishing  at  the  amount  of  $4,474  the  indemnity 
to  be  paid  to  the  respondents  for  a  piece  of  land  belonging  to  them  and  of 
which  they  were  dispossessed  by  appellants  in  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
Quebec,  45  Vic.  ch.  23.  Action  was  taken  for  the  above  sum  and  costs  of 
arbitration  and  lav  costs,  amounting  altogether  to  94,658.20.  Judgment 
was  rendered  by  the  Superior  Court  against  the  appellants  for  said  amount, 
with  interest  and  costs,  which  judgment  was  unanimously  confirmed  by  the 

2  -.  " 
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C  )urt  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  prinoipal  ground  for  defence  wm  that  Mr. 
Charleboiii,  being  the  agent  of  the  respondents,  wai  disqualified  from  acting  as 
their  arbitrator. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  evidenoe 
ihowing  that  Mr.  Charlebois  was  not  in  the  oontlnuous  employ  of  respond- 
ents, but  acted  for  them  from  time  to  time  only,  in  his  professional  capacity 
M  a  notary  public,  and  not  in  any  other  capacity,  he  was  not  disqualified 
trma  acting  as  arbitrator.  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  Horth  Bkore  B .  Co.  t.  The  Rct*  Vnallnc  Ladles  of  Qaebec— 5th  Mar.  'SS. 

8.  Oflletal  Arbltmtora-AppMil  froni— Intereolonfail  By.  Extcnaloa— Dsbuhtm 
— avbailaalon— PetltlOB  of  Rlcbt— D«iiAinper-49  Tie.  ek.  s. 

The  plaintiffs  proceeded  against  the  Government  by  petition  of  right 
for  damages  caused  by  the  I.  C.  Ky.  extension  destroying  their  road  and  com- 
pelling them  to  sell  their  plant,  &o.  at  a  loss.  The  Crown  demurred  to  the 
petition,  and,  the  demurrer  being  argued  before  Sir  W.  B.  Richards  CJ., 
judgment  was  given  allowing  the  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  the  only 
remedy  for  the  company  was  by  reference  to  the  official  arbitrators. 

It  was  then  agreed  that  the  reference  to  the  official  arbitrators  should 
be  had,  and  the  following  special  terms  were  agreed  to :  "  Whereas,  The 
Halifax  Street  Railway  Company  have  made  a  claim  upon  the  Government 
of  Canada  for  compensation  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by 
that  company  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and 
as  the  government  and  the  company  have  failed  to  agree  as  to  such  compen- 
sation, the  company  has  requested  that  such  claim  should  be  referred  to 
the  official  arbitrators  under  the  statutes  in  that  behalf;  and  whereas  the 
government  is  willing  to  refer  the  claim  to  such  arbitrators  on  the  fbllowing 
conditions,  to  which  the  company  has  agreed,  namely :  1.  That  the  company 
•hall,  before  the  matter  is  entered  upon  before  the  arbitrators  furnish  to  the 
government  a  statement  of  the  various  claims  which  they  make  in  the  pre- 
mises, classifying  separately  each  kind  of  claim.  2.  That  the  goveminent 
admit  their  liability  to  make  compensation  to  the  extent  only  to  which  they 
are  by  law  bound  to  make  such  compensation.  3.  That  the  arbitrators  shall 
deal  with  each  separate  kind  of  claim  separately,  reporting  their  findings 
'  with  respect  to  the  facts  connected  therewith,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation (if  any)  which  should  be  made  therefor  to  the  company.  4.  That 
either  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  make  this  submiHsion  a  rule  of  the 
Exchequer  Court  pursuant  to  chapter  8  of  the  Act  42nd  Victoria  (1879), 
Canada,  and  to  proceed  under  the  provision  of  the  said  Act  before  tliat 
court  with  respect  to  the  award,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  may  be  thought  beut. 
5.  That  any  judgment,  order,  rule  or  decision  of  the  Exchequer  C!ourt  in  the 
premises  may  be  appealed  from  to  the  Supreme  Ciourt  pursuant  to  tho  9^h 
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Motion  of  th«  Aot  ImI  mentioned.  Therefore  the  Qovemment  of  CanMl* 
Mid  the  Mdd  oompuiy  hereby  refer  the  said  oUimt  to  the  tiill  boerd  ijf  arbi> 
trftton  upon  the  ternu  and  condition!  above  mentioned.  And  whereM, 
The  Halifax  City  Railroad  Company,  in  punuanoe  of  the  ternu  of  the  aboTe< 
cited  order  in  onunoil,  has  lodged  with  the  QoTemment  of  Canada  a  oUim, 
of  whioh  the  following  tt  a  copy,  vii. :  In  compliance  with  leotion  1  of  the 
reference  in  this  maiter  the  Halifiuc  City  Railroad  Company  hereby  funiiah 
the  following  statement  of  their  respeotive  claims  for  compensation  !^1.  The 
total  loss  of  the  railroad  as  a  chartered  property  possessing  exclusive  privi- 
leges within  the  city,  with  all  its  plant  anH  raal  and  personal  properties,  the 
estimated  value  of  whioh  was  at  the  date  of  the  goremment  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  traclc  the  sum  of  $280,000.  2.  The  oompany  claims  also  damage 
for  the  dividing  of  their  road  into  two  portions  rendering  each  valueless,  and 
thus,  in  other  words,  destroying  the  whole  value  $260,000.  8.  The  oompany 
claims  also  for  damages  actually  done  to  the  crossing  for  loss  in  having  to 
sacrifice  horses,  plant  and  proi)ertiee  which  were  saorifioed  in  consequence  of 
the  aot  of  the  government,  and  for  general  depreoiation  in  value  of  their 
real  property,  and  for  lots  of  their  charter  and  the  privileges  and  rights 
guaranteed  under  it  by  the  Provincial  Legislative,  $260,000.  4.  The  oom- 
pany claims  interest  at  six  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  amount  to  be  allowed 
for  damages  frobi  the  time  of  breaking  up  the  track,  say  17th  May,  1876,  up 
to  the  time  of  payment  in  ftill  to  the  oompany.  Therefore  the  Government 
of  Canada  and  the  said  oompany  hereby  refer  the  said  claims  to  the  full 
board  of  arbitrators  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  above  mentioned." 

The  matter  was  heard  on  the  above  submission  before  the  official  arbi- 
trator!, and  on  the  27th  August,  1880,  the  fbllowing  award  was  made.  After 
reciting  the  submission  and  the  facts :  -1.  We  find,  with  regard  to  the  first 
item  of  the  claim,  that  the  oompany  are  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  loss 
of  their  railroad  and  its  plant  and  real  and  personal  properties,  beoauae  that 
railroad  was  neither  totally  nor  partially  lost  by  any  aotual  interference  of 
the  government  with  the  company's  property.  2.  We  find,  with  regard  to 
the  second  item  of  the  claim,  ti^t  the  company  are  not  entitled  to  be  paid 
any  compensation,  because  the  government  have  not  « divided  their  (the 
company's)  railroad  into  two  portions,  rendering  each  valueless,"  or  destroyed 
the  value  of  the  railroad.  3.  We  find,  with  regard  to  the  third  item  of  the 
claim,  that  the  company  is  not  entitled  to  any  compensatioti,  because  the 
government  did  no  actual  damage  to  the  crossing,  and  because  the  oom))any 
were  not  obliged  to  sacrifice  horses,  pUu.  \  or  properties,  in  consequence  of 
any  aot  of  the  government,  and  did  not  si  «er  any  depr«oiation  in  the  value 
of  their  real  estate  within  the  meaning  of  the  Public  Works  Act,  31  Vie. 
oh.  12,  and  did  not  kise  their  charter  and  the  privileges  and  rights  guaran- 

2i 
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teed  under  it  by  any  act  of  the  goverament.  4.  We  find,  with  regard  to 
the  fourth  item  of  the  olaini,  that  nothing  is  due  to  the  company  for  interest. 
:.  ,,i.  The  plaintifls  appealed  from  this  award,  and  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  in  the 
Exchequer  Court,  gave  judgment  in  their  favor  for  $8,000.  From  this  judg- 
ment both  parties  appealed. 

Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the  appeal  of  the  Halifax  Street  Bailway 
Company  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  and  the  appeal  of  the  Crown 
allowed  with  costs.  •''■'•",' 

Haliflix  Street  Hallway  Company  t.  The  Qaeen.— 19th  May,  1885. 

10.  ■iMcondnet  of  Arbltraton— Bill  to  rectify  awaid— Prayer  for  v«ier«i 
rellef-^Varlsdletlon  of  Conrt-Prsetlce— Factum. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  rectify  an  award  made  under  a  sub- 
mission to  arbitration  between  the  parties,  because  the  arbitrators  had  con- 
sidered matters  not  included  in  the  submission,  and  had  divided  the  sums 
received  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that  defendant's 
'  brother  and  partner  was  a  party  to  such  receipt,  although  the  partnership 
affairs  of  the  defendant  and  his  brother  were  excluded  from  the  submission. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  award  might  be  amended,  and  the  defendant 
decreed  to  pay  the  amount  due  the  plaintiffs  on  the  award  being  rectified, 
and  that,  in  other  respects,  the  award  should  stand  and  be  binding  on  the 
parties.     There  was  also  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, that  to  grant  the  decree  prayed  for  would  be  to  make  a  new  award, 
which  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  do  but.  Held,  also,  reversing  the 
decision  of  the  coiu-t  below„  that  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  award  set  aside.  (23  N.  B.  R  392.)  The 
plaintiff's  factimi  containing  reflections  on  the  conduct  of  the  judges  of  the 
Court  below,  was  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  files  as  scandalous  and  imper- 
tinent.   Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Yernon  t,  OUyer-lSth  May,  1885. . 

Arrest,  False — Notice  of  action  agaioBt  Magistrate. 

See  NOTICE  8.  '"        '  >  '  ^^ 

2.  Wrongful — Action  for — Jastification-— Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878. 
v      ;  :  See  CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT  1878, 6.        '   - --'  ' 

3.  Of  commercial  traveller  for  Eelling  without  license— By-law  of  citj 

of  Quebec— 29  &  30  7io.  ch.  5*7,  sees.  20,  21  Q. 

SeeUCENSE  7.  "i^-.>v....    ^  ^' '  . 

Assessment  and  Taxes— AMemment-Hotlee  or-AlteraUon  «r|«li«a( 
notice  by  Court  of  Hevlew— Liability. 

The  plaintiffs,  being  persons  liable  to  assessment,  were  served  by  the 
assessors  of  a  municipality  with  a  notice  in  the  form  prescribed  by  32  Vic.  - 
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oh.  36,  sec.  48,  0.,  and  on  that  notice  the  amount  of  their  personal  property, 
othe?  than  income,  was  put  dovrn  at  $2,500,  but  on  the  column  of  the  assess- 
tnent  roll,  as  finally  revised  by  the  Court  of  Bevision,  the  amount  was  put 
down  at  $25,000,  thereby  changing,  without  giving  any  further  notice  to 
plaintiffs,  the  total  value  of  real  and  personal  property  and  taxable  income 
from  $20,900  to  $43,400. 

Ili'lrt,  that  the  plamti£fs  were  not  liable  for  the  rate  calculated  on  this 
last  named  sum,  and  that  a  notice,  to  be  given  by  the  assessor  in  accor- 
dance with  the  Act,  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  tax.  [Since  thiiy 
decision  the  statute  has  been  altered,]  v    ' 

Ntcbolls  T.  CommiDg.— 1. 395. 

2.  Assessment  roll— Amendment  of— Triennial  assessment  roll — Arts. 
716  and  746  (a)  M.  C.  P.Q. 

.   ,         See  PROHIBITION.  i  i^      .  , 

:-m:  .  .■ 

AMMsament— Improper-False  Imprisonment— Arreat— 41  Tie.  eh.  9  N.B.— 
Kxe«>ntl«n  iMued  bjr  Beeelver  ol  taxes  for  CUy  of  St  Jolin— "Bespondent 
superior.** 


3. 
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The  41  Via  ch.  9,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  widen  and  extend  certain  public 
streets  in  the  City  of  St.  John,"  authorized  commissioners  appointed  by  the 
Grovemor  in  Council  to  assess  the  owners  of  the  land  who  would  be  bene- 
fited by  the  widening  of  the  streets,  and  in  their  report  on  the  extension  of 
Canterbury  street,  the  commissioners  so  appointed  assessed  the  benefit  to 
a  certain  lot  at  $419.46,  and  put  in  their  report  the  name  of  the  appellant 
(McS.)  as  the  owner.  The  amount  so  assessed  was  to  be  paid  to  the 
corporation  of  the  cHy,  and,  if  not,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  receiver  of  taxes, 
appomted  by  the  city  corporation,  to  issue  execution  and  levy  the  same. 
McS.,  although  assessed,  was  not  the  owner  of  the  lot.  S,,  the  receiver  of 
taxes,  m  default,  issued  an  execution,  and  for  want  of  goods'  McS.  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  until  he  paid  the  amount  at  the  chamberlain's 
office  in  the  City  of  St.  John.  The  action  was  for  arrest  and  false  imprison- 
ment, and  for  mo^ey  had  and  received.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  MoS. 
on  the  first  count  against  both  defendants. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  'Sen  Bruns- 
wick, that  S.,  who  issued  the  warrant  founded  upon  a  void  assessment  and 
caused  the  arrest  to  be  made,  was  guilty  of  a  trespass,  and  being  at  the  time 
a  servant  of  the  corporation,  under  then*  control  and  specially  appointed  by 
them  to  collect  and  levy  the  amount  so  assessed,  the  maxim  of  respondeat 
superior  applied,  and  therefore  the  verdict  in  favor  of  McS.  for  $636.39 
against  both  respondents  on  the  first  count  should  staud.  (Ritchie  C.J. 
and  Taschereau  J.  dissenting.) 
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Per  Gwynne  J.^-That  the  corporation  had  adopted  the  act  of  their 
officer  as  their  own  by  receiving  and  retaining  the  money  paid  ondauthoria- 
ing  MoS.'s  discharge  from  custody  only  after  such  payment 

McSorley  t.  The  Mayor,  £c.,  of  the  City  of  8t.  John.— t1.  581. 

4.  S5  Tic;  P.4|.  eta.   SI,  nee.  19a~Asseii«ment  for    ro*«path«— TalMlty  of— 
V  Vroof  of  enor-Onas  probandi-VolunUiry  payment-Mottee,  waai  of. 

On  the  31st  May,  1875,  imder  the  authority  of  37  Vic.  ch.  51  sec  192 

(P.Q.),  the  City  Qouncil  of  the  city  of  Montreal  by  a  resolution  adopted  a 

report  from  their  road  committee  prepared  cm  the  30th  April  previous,  as 

■  amended  by  a  report  of  their  finance  committee  of  May  27,  1875,  recom- 

.1  mending  the  construction  of  permanent  sidewalks  in  the  following  streets 

iinter  alia),  Dorchester    and   St.  Catherine.     On  the  adoption  of  these 

reports,  with  which  an  estimate  indicating  the  quantity  of  flag  stone  required 

for  each  street,  and  the  approximate  cost  of  the  work  to  be  made  in  each 

street,  had  been  submitted,  the  city  surveyor  caused  the  eidewalks  in  said 

streets  to  be    made,  and  assessed  the    cost  of  the  sidewalks    according 

.   ' '    to  the  front  of  the  real  estate  owned  by  the  proprietors  on  each  side  of  the 

same,  and   prepared  a  statement  of  the  same,  which  he  deposited  with 

'       the  treasurer  for  collection.    D.  A.  B.  possessed  real  estate  on  Dorchester 

\  and  St.  Catharine  sti^eets,  and  did  not  object  to  the  construction  of  the  new 

.    sidewalk.    On  the  3rd  December,  1877,  a  few  days  after  receiving  a  notice 

firom  the  city  treasurer  to  pay  within  fifteen  days  certain  sums,  in  default 

whereof  execution  would  issue,  D.  A.  B.  paid,  without  protest,  $946.25 ;  and 

on  the  29th  October,  1878,  paid  a  further  sum  of  $438.90,  and  on  the  14th 

November,  1878,  'without  having  received  any  notice,  paid  $700  on  account 

of  1877  assessment.  , 

In  ari  action  instituted  by  D.  A.  B.  against  the  city  of  Montreal,  to 
recover  the  said  sums  of  money  which  she  alleged  to  have  paid  in  error, 
believing  tbo  assessment  valid,  Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  Henry  and  Owynne  J  J.  dissentinj;,  that  D.  A,  B.  had  fiuled,  both 
'  in  allegation  and  proof,  to  make  out  a  case  for  the  recovery  of  the  assess- 
ment paid  by  her,  either  as  a  voluntary  payment  noade  in  ignorance  of  ita 
illegality,  or  as  a  constrained  payment  of  an  illegal  tax,  and  that  mere  irregu- 
larities in  the  mode  of  proceeding  to  the  assessment,  although  they  might, 
in  a  proper  proceeding,  have  entitled  the  ratt^payers  to  have  had  the  assess- 
ment quashed,  did  not  now  entitle  her  to  recover  the  amount  back  as  a  pay 
ment  of  a  void  assessment  illegally  extorted.  2.  That  the  City  Council,  in 
laying  pavements  in  parts  of  the  city  only,  the  cost  of  which  was  to  be  paid 
by  assessment  according  to  the  frontage  of  the  respective  properties,  and 
not  in  proportion  to  the  cost  of  the  part  laid  opposite  each  property,  were 
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acting  within  the  scope  of  the  power  conferred  upon  them  by  37  Vic.  ch.  61 

■eo.  192.    3.  That  the  objection  founded  on  the  invalidity  of  the  assessment 

for  want  of  notice,  not  having  been  alleged  nor  relied  on  at  the  trial  of  the 

case,  was  irrelevant  on  this  appeal. 

Bain  T.  €lt7  of  Montreal.-Tlli.  359. 

5.  ABseBSTnent  of  ebip —Owned  by  resident  of  Halifax,  bat  not  regi- 

tered  there— Not  liable  to  city  aseesflraent. 
See  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  3. 

6.  rorelvn  corporation— Braneli  Bank—**  Income,"  a«  dtattnintlahed  from 
•*  Vet  Prolltn  *'*-81  Vic.  eb.  S  sec.  4,  N.B. 

L.,  manager  of  the  bank  of  B.  N.  A.,  a  foreign  banking  corporation, 
having  a  branch  in  the  city  of  St.  John,  derived  from  such  business  during  the 
fiscal  year  of  1875  an  income  of  $46,000,  but,  during  the  same  period, 
sustained  losses  in  its  business  beyond  that  amoimt.  The  bank,  having 
made  no  gain  from  said  business,  disputed  the  corporation's  SiUthority  to 
assess  them  under  22  Vic.  o.  37,  31  Vic.  c.  36,  and  34  Vic.  c.  18,  on  an 
income  of  $46,000. 

Held,  that  imder  the  Acts  of  Assembly  relating  to  the  assessing  of  rates 
and  taxes  in  the  city  of  St.  John,  foreign  banking  corporations  doing  business 
in  St.  John  are  liable  to  be  taxed  on  the  gross  income  received  by  them 
during  the  fiscal  year ;  and  that  L.  had  been  properly  assessed.  (Henry  J. 
dissenting).  [On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  the  jud«$ment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  was  reversed.    See  6  App.  cases  373,] 

,  Lawless  T.  SaHlTaa.— lii,  117. 

7.  Taxcfi- Bale  of  land  for— 32  Tic.  cb.  76  aee.  155,  O.— Proof   of  taxes  in 
arrear. 

In  a  suit  commenced  by  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  asking  for  an 
account  of  damages  sustained  by  certain  trespasses  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  appellant  (defendant),  for  an  injurction  and  for  posses- 
sion, the  prmcipal  question  raised  was  whether  a  sale  of  the  land  for  taxes, 
_     which  took  place  on  the  1st  March,  1856,  through  and  under  which  the 

respondent  (plaintiff)  claimed  title  was  valid. 
^.  Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  the  land  sold  had  been  prop- 

erly assessed,  and  therefore  the  sale  of  the  land  in  question  was  invalid. 
(Strong  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting). 

PerFoumier,  Henry  and  Gwynne  J  J.— Where  it  appears  that  no  portion 
of  the  taxes  have  been  overdue  for  the  period  prescribed  by  the  statute 
under  which  the  sale  takes  place,  the  sale  is  invalid,  and  the  defect  is  not 
cured  by  section  155  of  32  Vic.  ch.  36  O.  (Strong  J.  dissenting,  holding  that 
sec.  155  applied  to  a  case  where  any  taxes  were  in  arrear  at  the  date  of  the 
sale.) 

VcKay  T.  Orjfsler—iU,  486. 
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8.  TIUKM-ftole  or  lands  ror-Indlan  £anda-Llablll«y  «o  «»x«tlon-I<tata  of 
Isads  attecked  to  wonrant-M  Tic  eb.  86*  sec.  ISS.  O.,  and  Me.  106.  eh. 
166,  ■.•.O. 

In  September,  1857,  a  lot  in  the  township  of  Keppel,  in  the  county  of 
Grey,  forming  part  of  a  tract  of  land  surrendered  to  the  Crown  by  thelndians, 
was  sold,  and  in  1869,  the  Dominion  Government,  who  retained  the  man- 
agement of  the  Indian  land^,  issued  a  patent  therefor  to  the  plaintiff. ,  In 
1870,  the  lot  in  question,  kss  two  acres,  was  sold  for  taxes  assessed  and 
accrued  due  for  the  years  1864  to  1869,  to  one  D.  K.,  who  sold  to  defen- 
dant ;  and  as  to  the  said  two  acres,  the  defendant  became  purchaser  thereof 

>  at  a  sale  for  taxes  in  1873.  The  warrants  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  were 
signed  by  the  warden,  had  the  seal  of  the  county,  and  authorized  the  trea- 
surer "to  levy  upon  the  various  parcels  of  land  hereinafter  mentioned  for 
the  arrears  of  taxes  due  thereon  and  set  opposite  to  each  parcel  of  land," 

y.,'/  and  attached  to  these  warrants  were  the  lists  of  lands  to  be  sold,  including 
the  lands  c^'vimed  by  plaintiff.  The  lists  and  the  warrant  were  attached 
together  by  being  pasted  the  whole  length  of  tiie  top,  but  the  lists  were  not 
authenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  warden  and  the  seal  of  the  county. 
By  sec.  128  of  the  Assessment  Act,  32  Vic.  ch.  36  0.,  the  warden  is  required 
to  return  one  of  the  lists  of  the  lands  to  be  sold  for  taxes,  transmitted  to 
him,  &c.,  to  the  treasurer,  with  a  warrant  thereto  annexed  under  the  hand 
of  the  warden  and  seal  of  the  county,  &c.  '  .-i^h.T  .■        .,?!         ^      ^ 

Held,  afSrming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  upon  the  lands 
in  queetioa  being  surrendered  to  the  Crown,  they  became  ordinary  unpat- 
ented lands,  and  upon  bein'' granted  became  liable  to  assessment.  2.  That 
the  list  and  warrant  may  be  regarded  as  one  entire  instrument,  and  as  the 
substantial  requirements  of  the  statute  had  been  complied  with,  any  irregu- 
larities had  been  cured  by  the  156th  section,  c.  180  R.  8.  0.    (Foumier  and 

Henry  JJ.  dissenting.) 

Church  T.  Fenton.— T«  9S9. 

9>    InhabltamtortbecMuorSt.  Joiin-Taxatlon— Wife'*  separate  property. 

Plaintiff  was  a  resident  of  the  city  of  St.  John  up  to  June,  1877,  when  he 
went  vfith  his  family  to  Nova  Scotia.  In  1878,  he  returned  to  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick  with  his  wife  and  family,  and  after  leaving  them  in  the  town 
of  Portland,  went  to  Boston  in  search  of  employment.  He  remained  in  Boston 
until  the  spring  of  1880,  having  been  employed  in  business,  u.J  paid  taxes 
there.  Wlulst  plaintiff  was  absent,  his  wife's  father  assigned  to  her  a  lot  of 
leasehold  property  in  the  city  of  St.  John.  In  the  fall  of  1878  she  and  family 
moved  into  the  city  and  resided  on  her  property  until  the  spring  of  1880, 
when  the  plaintiff  returned  from  Boston  and  lived  with  his  wife.  For  the 
taxes  for  1879,  assessed  against  him  in  respect  of  his  wife's  property,  and 
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for  an  income  tax  against  himself,  both  being  included  in  one  assess- 
ment, he  was  afterwards  arrested  and  taken  to  jail,  where  he  remained  two 
days,  when  he  paid  the  amount  imder  protest,  and  was  released.  He 
brought  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  and  obtained  a  verdict  for  $150.  .. 

The  full  court  of  N.  B.  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  granted  a  new  trial, 
a  majority  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  constructively  an 
inhabitant  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  and  as  such  was  liable  to  be  assessed,  and 
that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  as  it  did  not  very  distinctly  appear  that 
objections  were  taken  at  the  trial,  or  upon  what  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit 
was  to  depend. 

On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  Held,  that  the  plahitiff  was 

not  liable  to  assessment,  and  that  the  verdict  should  stand.    Appeal  allowed 

with  costs. 

Edwards  t.  Tbe  Mayor  le*  of  St.  John— 1st  May,  188t. 

10.  Sale  of  taxes— 33  Vic.  oh.  23  (O.) 

See  POSSESSION  5. 

11*  at.  John  City  AMesament  ActlSSS,  48  irie.elt  MV.  B.— Olwrtercd  Bank—  . 
AsB««wment  en  capital  stock  of— Par  valae— Beal  aad  peraonalpvopertr 
of  bank -Payment  or  taxes  under  protest. 

By  section  25  of  the  St.  John  City  Assessment  Act  of  1882,  it  is  provided 
that  all  rates  and  taxes  levied  and  imposed  upon  the  city  of  St.  John  shall 
be  raised  by  an  equal  rate  upon  the  value  of  the  real  estate  situate  in  the 
city,  and  part  of  (he  city  to  be  taxed,  and  upon  the  personal  estate  of  the 
inhabitants,  and  of  persons  deemed  and  declared  to  be  inhabitants  and 
residents  of  the  said  city,  and  upon  the  capital  stock,  inoome|Or  other  thing, 
of  joint  stock  companies,  corporations,  or  persons  associated  in  business,  and 
after  providing  for  the  levying  of  a  poll  tax  such  section  goes  on  to  say,  "  that 
the  whole  residue  to  be  raised  shall  be  levied  upon  the  whole  ratable  pro- 
perty, real  and  personal,  and  ratable  income,  and  joint  'ctook,  acoordmg  to 
the  true  and  real  value  and  amount  of  the  same  as  nearly  as  oan  be  aieer- 
tained,  provided  that  ioint  stook  shall  not  be  rated  above  the  par  value 
thereof."  See  28  of  the  same  act  piovides  that,  "all  joint  stock  companies 
and  corporations  shall  be  assessed,  under  this  act,  in  like  maimer  as 
individuals ;  and  for  the  purposes  of  such  assessment,  the  preeident)  or  any 
agent,  or  manager,  of  such  joint  stock  companies  shall  be  deemed  and  t»ken 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  capital  stook  and  assets  of 
such  company  or  corporation,  and  shall  be  dealt  with,  and  may  be  proceeded 
against  accordingly.  J.  D.  L.,  the  president  of  the  Bank  of  New  Brunswick, 
was  assessed,  under  the  provisions  of  the  above  act,  on  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  bank,  valued  in  the  aggregate  at  $1,100,000.  The  capital 
stock  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  such  assessment  was  only  $1,000^000,  and  he 
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offered  to  pay  the  taxes  on  that  amount,  which  was  refused.  It  was  not 
disputed  that  the  bank  was  possessed  of  real  and  personal  property  of  the 
value  assessed. 

On  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Branswick,  refusing  a 

oertioraii  to  quash  the  said  assessment,  (23  N.  B.  R.  591,)  Held,  Foumier 

,    J .  dissenting,  that  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  bank  are  part  of  its 

capital  stock,  and  that  the  assessment  could  not  exceed  the  par  value  of  such 

stock,  namely,  1 1,000,000.    Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

•  Exparte  J.  9.  Lewln-a2nd  Jane,  1885. 

12.  Property  oecnpted  under  leHHe  by  Militia  Department-Mot  liable  to 
Hnniclpal  taxation— Prerogative  of  tbe  Orown-10>ll  Vic.  cb.  17—28  Vic. 
eb.  «1  sec.  SB— C.  8.  I<.  C.  eb.  4  see.  a-A7  Tie.  cb.  51  aec.  aS7  <(.- Slna. 
Code  li.  C.  art.  718 -Stt  Vie.  cb.  ai  see.  IS  «. 

In  1878  the  City  of  Montreal  brought  an  iwtion  against  the  reverend 
ladies  of  the  Montreal  General  Hospital  for  the  recovery  of  $1,984.46,  being 
;  if,  the  amount  of  municipal  taxes  for  the  years  1874, 1875  and  1876,  levied  on 
,  '  real  estate  belonging  to  them  and  situate  in  St.  Ann's  Ward.    The  Attorney 
General,  in  the  name  of  her  Majesty  the  Queen,  intervened  by  means  of  a 
.'  petition  praying  that  be  might  be  allowed  to  take  up  the  fait  et  cause  of  the 
•    -  defendants  and  to  contest  the  plaintiff's  demand.    The  intervenant  alleged 
that  by  lease,  bearing  date  on  the  7th  of  April,  1874,  the  reverend  ladies  had 
:    leased  the  above-mentioned  premises  to  her  Mi^esty's  government  for  one 
,.,  year,  to  be  computed  from  the  1st  day  of  May  then  following,  with  the  condi- 
tion that  said  government  should  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments  which 
:    ,v  might  be  levied  and  become  due  on  the  said  premises  during  the  term  of  the 
■''  '  j  ^  said  lease ;  that  the  said  lease  was  continued  from  year  to  year,  on  the 
>  same  conditions,  and  during  all  that  period  the  government  was  in  possession 
of  said  premises  as  tenant ;  that,  notwithstanding  the  said  condition,  Her 
/    Majesty  was  never  bound  to  pay  the  taxes  and  assessment,  one  of  the 
privileges  inherent  to  tbe  Crown  being  an  immunity  from  all  imposts,  taxes, 
assessments  and   other  charges  generally ;    that  such  privilege  attaches 
equally  to  every  property,  personal  or  real,  possessed  or  occupied  by  the 
Crown;  that  the  city  was  aware  that  during  the  whole  uf  the  period  for 
which  taxes  were  claimed  the  Crown  was  in  the  sole  and  exclusive  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  that  therefore  the  action  ought  to  be  dismissed.    It 
,   was  admitted  that  Her  Majesty,  by  the  government  of  the  Dominion  oi 
Canada,  occupied  the  property  in  virtue  of  the  lease  for  the  use  of  the  Militia 
Department,  and  that  the  taxes  claimed  were  in  accordance  with  the  assess- 
ment roll. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  (Chagnon  J.)  rendered  judgment 

•  on  the  8th  of  November,  1880,  dismissing  the  intervention  of  the  Crown, 
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aad  condemned  the  defend«nti|  and  condemned  the  Crown  to  pay  Ut« 
defendant*. 

The  appellant  sought  in  the  Ck>urt  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side)  the 
revision  of  the  judgment  pronounced  against  him,  fnr  two  reasons:'—!. 
Because  the  judgment,  in  so  far  as  it  condemned  him  to  pay  the  defendants, 
was  ultra  petita;  2.  Because  it  was  contrary  to  law  in  not  granting  the 
exemption  from  taxation. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  admitted 
appellant's  first  ground,  and  reformed  the  judgment  to  that  extent ;  but 
nevertheless  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  C!ourt  in  other  respects. 
(See  3  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R.  341.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  courts  below,  that  the  property  in  question  was  exempt  from 
taxation.    (Strong  J.  dissenting.) 

Per  Bitchie  C.  J.-^It  cannot  be  disputed  that  the  property  of  the  Crown, 
or  property  held  by  her  Mi^esty,  or  her  servants  for  her  Majesty,  is  exempt 
from  taxation ;  and  this  exemption  otja.  only  be  taken  away  by  express 
legislative  enactment.  The  law  on  the  subject  is  laid  down  in  The  Mtrtey 
Docks  v.  Cameron,  II  H.  L.  443,  and  in  this  case  there  are  no  statutes 
depriving  the  Crown  of  this  exemption,  but  statutes  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  distinctly  recognizing  it  and  relieving  the  property  of  the  Crown 
and  property  occupied  by  officers  of  the  Crown  for  the  public  service  from 
taxation,  even  if  such  statutes  were,  in  view  of  the  royal  prerogative, 
requisite  or  necessary  (10,  II  Vic.  oh.  17,  23  Vic.  oh.  61  see.  58,  C.S.L.C. 
ch.  4  sec.  2,  37  Vic.  ch.  51  seo.  237).  The  case  of  The  Corporation  of  Quebec 
V.  Leaycraft,  7  Q.L.R.  56,  distinguished. 

Per  Strong,  J.  (dissenting) — The  taxes  were  not  imposed  upon  property 
"  belonging  to  or  held  in  trust "  for  the  Crown  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the 
terms  of  C.8.L.C.  ch.  4  seo.  2.  The  Crown  cannot  be  affected  by  a  statute 
giving  powera  of  local  taxation  to  a  municipal  body,  unless  it  is  expressly 
na&>ed  and  express  powers  to  tax  its  property  are  conferred,  which  is  not 
the  case  in  the  Montreal  Act  of  Incorporation ;  but  there  has  been  no  attempt 
to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  Crown.  The  Montreal  Incorporation  Act  authorizes 
the  city  to  tax  proprietors  in  respect  of  their  immoveable  property,  and  the 
powers  conferred  by  it  have  been  followed  by  the  city,  for  the  Grey  Nuns, 
the  principal  defendants,  are  the  owners  of  the  full  property  in  the  lands 
upon  which  the  taxes  were  imposed. 

Per  Taschereau  J. — ^The  property  was  held  in  trust  by  theMinister  of 
Militia  for  the  use  of  Her  Majesty  under  the  very  terms  of  ch.  4  sec.  2  C.S.L.C. 
A  tax  upon  a  property  held  and  occupied  as  this  must  fiJl  upon  tiie  Crown 
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and  be  paid  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  Dominion.  In  the  very  terms  of  the 
B.N.A.  Act  the  city  of  Montreal  is  not  authorized  to  levy  the  funds  necessary 
for  the  administration  of  its  municipal  government  upon  the  inhabitants  of 
the  rest  or  the  Dominion.  It  would  have  been  granting  powers  refused  to 
other  municipalities  of  the  Province,  for  under  Art.  712  of  the  M.C.,  as 
amended  by  36  Vic.  ch.  21  see.  18,  properties  occupied  as  this  one  are 
specially  exempted  from  taxation. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
Attorney  General  of  Canada  v.  The  Glty  of  Hontreal.-a3od  Jane,  1885. 

13.  SducatlOMkl  laatltutlon-Cona.  Stats.  I..O.  eb.  IS,  »ad  41  Tie.  cb.  0  ■««.  S« 
F.<|.— Art.  719  ainn.  Cod««  P. <|.—€onHtr action  of. 

Action  by  the  city  of  Montreal  to  recover  the  sum  of  $408,  for  assessment 
or  taxes  for  the  years  1878, 1879  and  1880  on  property  in  said  city  occupied 
by  the  defendant.  The  property  set  out  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  was 
during  the  time  mentioned  therein  occupied  and  used  as  a  private  boarding 
and  day  school  for  girls,  kept  and  maintained  by  the  defendant,  who 
employed  divers  teachers,  and  during  that  time  had  therein,  on  an  average, 
for  their  education,  as  pupils,  eighty-five  girls  per  annum.  The  said 
institution  never  received  any  grant  from  the  plaintiff. 

Held,  Gwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  the  said  institution  is  an  educational 
establishment  within  the  meaning  of  41  Vic.  oh.  6  sec.  26  (P.Q.),  and  exempt 
from  municipal  taxation.    Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Wilie  T.  The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Montreal.- 8th  March,  1886. 

14.  Educational  Instltntloa— Farm  owned  by— Htevenae  from—Ifot  Property 
held  for  tbe  purposes  for  wblcta  Inatltatlon  established— Not  exempt 
from  scbool  taxes— sa  Tie.  cb.  16  sec.  IS  ^— C.  8. 1..  €.  cb.  IS  sec  77. 

The  action  was  brouglht  to  recover  the  sum  of  $808.50  for  three  years 
school  taxes,  (1878,  1879,  1880,)  imposed  by  the  Appellants  upon  certain 
immoveable  property  owned  by  the  respondents  within  the  limits  of  the 
village  of  St.  Gabriel.  The  respondents  alleged  by  their  defence,  that  they 
are  an  educational  institution  and  that  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  appellants' 
declaration  as  being  their  property  are  exempt  from  the  payment  of  muni- 
cipal and  school  taxes,  inasmuch  as  the  said  parcels  of  land  aie  held  by  the 
respondents  for  the  objects  for  which  they  were  established.  By  their 
answer  the  appellants  denied  that  the  property  taxed  was  held  by  the 
respondents  for  educational  objects,  but  contended  that  the  latter  work  the 
same  for  the  purposes  of  deriving  income  therefrom.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are  few.  The  respondents  admitted  the  truth  of  the  declaration,  and  relied 
solely  upon  the  exemption  pleaded  by  them.  Only  one  witness  was  examined 
on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  sister  Ste.  Justine.  She  explained  the  nature  of 
the  respondent's  oooupat>on  and  the  use  to  whicli  the  immoveable  in  question 
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were  put.  They  consiit  of  a  farm  managed  by  two  or  three  of  the  ladies  of 
the  congregation.  She  stated  that  all  the  products  of  this  farm  are  consumed 
at  the  mother  house,  Villa  Maria,  situated  in  another  munioipalily,  with  the 
exception  of  a  portion  sold  to  cover  the  expenses  of  working  and  cultivatiug 
the  farm.  Occasionally  some  of  the  nuns  who  were  ill  or  indisposed,  would 
p-;8B  a  few  days  there,  but  the  establishment  was  not  kept  as  a  sanitariiun 
or  place  of  repose  for  the  respondents.  The  respondents  have  no  school  or 
house  of  education  at  the  establishment  in  question,  nor  even  within  the 
municipality  of  St.  Gabriel.  Under  such  circumstances  the  question  to  be 
decided  was  whether  or  not  the  respondents  could  invoke  in  their  favor  the 
exemption  established  by  section  13  of  chapter  16  of  82  Victoria,  (Que.)  The 
portion  of  the  above  mentioned  section  bearing  upon  this  question  reads  as 
follows:  Section  13 — "No  religious,  charitable,  or  educational  institutions, 
or  corporations,  shall  be  taxed  for  school  purposes  on  the  property  occupied 
by  them  for  the  objects  for  which  they  were  instituted,  but  on  all  property 
held  by  them  or  any  of  them,  for  the  purposes  of  deriving  any  income  there- 
from, they  shall  be  taxed  by  the  school  commissioners." 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  (Papineau  J.)  held  that  the  pro* 
perty  in  question  was  occupied  for  the  objects  for  which  the  defendfmts' 
institution  was  established  and  was  therefore  exempt. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  composed  of 
Monk,  Bamsay,  Tessier,  Cross  and  Baby  JJ.,  affirmed  this  judgment,  Tessier  J. 
dissenting. 

Ou  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  below,  that  the  property  in  question,  was  not  property 
occupied  by  the  defendants  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  instituted, 
but  was  held  for  the  purpose  of  deriving  a  revenue  therefrom,  and  was  there- 
fore liable  to  taxation  for  school  purposes. 

Per  Kitchie  C.J.— The  property  assessed  was  held  solely  to  make  a 
profit  for  the  funds  of  the  institution,  and  for  the  purpose  of  a  revenue, 
whether  received  in  produce,  or  the  produce  sold  and  received  in  money. 
He  entirely  agreed  with  the  judgment  delivered  by  (Jhief  Justice  Dorion,  in 
the  case  of  Im  Corporation  du  Village  de  Verdun  v.  Les  Sceura  de  la  Con- 
gregation de  Notre-Dame,  as  reported  in  1  Q.  B.  B.  L.  C.  164,  and  had  nothing 
to  add  to  what  was  there  said. 

Per  Foumier  and  Tasohereau  JJ Sec.  13  of  32  Yic.  ch.  Id,  is  not  an 

amendment  of  sec.  77  of  oh.  15  of  the  C.S.L.C.  On  comparison  of  the  two 
sections,  it  is  difficult  to  find  such  difference  as  to  lead  to  the  conclusion, 
that  it  was  the  intention  to  i^nend  the  latter  section.  According  to  both 
acts,  the  exemption  is  of  property  held  for  the  purposes  of  education,  and  ii 
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not  wider  in  the  one  oate  than  in  the  other.    The  judgment  of  C.  J.  Dorion 
•nd  of  CrOM  J.  in  La  Corporation,  Ac,  de  Verdun  v.  Lu  8cnir$,  Ac — approved. 
There  is  no  doubt  the  products  of  the  farm  oonntitute  a  revenue. 
Appeal  allowed  with  coets. 

La  Corporation  te.,  da  Ylllagede  Bt.  Clabriel  t.  les  Sanrs  de  li  ConKreKatlon 
doNotre-llaBe  de  Montreal-March  Sth.  188«. 
Assignment— Under  foreign  bankraptoy. 
See  INSOLVENCY  2. 

2.  In  Tmst. 

See  INSURANCE  4. 

3.  Ver  keoeat  of  creditor*— Power  to  Bell  on  crcdlt-Frandnlent  prtference 

— B.  ■.  eh.  Iia  ■•«.  a. 

In  a  deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  following  clause 
was  inserted :  "  And  it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  that  the  party  of  the 
third  part,  the  assignee,  shall,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be,  collect  and 
get  in  all  outstanding  credits,  Ac,  and  sell  the  said  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty hereby  assigned,  by  auction  or  private  contract,  as  a  whole  or  in  por- 
tions, for  cash  or  on  credit,  and  generally  on  such  terms  and  in  such  man- 
ner as  he  shall  deem  best  or  suitable,  having  regard  to  the  olyeot  of 
these  presents."  No  fraudulent  intention  of  defeating  or  delaying  creditors 
was  shown. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  fact  of  the 
deed  authorizing  a  sale  upon  credit  did  not,  per  se,  invalidate  it,  and  the 
deed  could  not  on  that  account  be  impeached  as  a  fraudulent  preference  of 
creditors  within  the  Act  B.  S.  0.  ch.  1 18  sec.  2. 

Slater  t.  Badenach— x,  396. 

4.  OfaGk>vemment  Contract  without  prior  ooosent  of  Government— 
Effect  of. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGBT  14. 

5.  Order  for  delivery  of  Bonds  of  Railway  Company. 

See.  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  19. 
,    6.  Blcht  of  AMlcnee  to  ame  nnder  volnntary  Mel«nment— Arte.  18  and  !• 
C.  €.  P.  (L.  C.)— Aaelynoo  reprcoents  only  Asalcnor. 

Heldt  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  title  to  sue  as  representing  credit* 
ors,  such  as  is  conferred  by  bankruptcy  and  insolvency  statutes,  an  assignee 
in  trust  for  creditors  can  only  enforce  the  same  rights  as  the  person 
making  the  assignment  to  him  could  have  enforced ;  therefore  tlie  defend- 
ant could  not  by  a  plea  in  his  own  name  ask  to  have  a  conveyance,  made 
by  the  debtor  to  the  plaintiff,  prior  to  the  assignment  under  which  defend' 
ant  claimed,  rescinded  or  set  aside  as  fraudulent  against  creditors. 
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The  ni  llity  of  a  deed  should  not  be  pronounced  without  putting  all  the 
parties  to  it  en  eaute  en  (Uelaration  dejugetnent  eommun. 

8embl«-~The  plaintifif,  being  a  second  purchaser  in  good  faith  and  for 
ralue,  acquired  a  valid  title  to  the  property  in  question,  which  he  could 
set  up  even  against  an  action  brought  directly  by  the  creditors. 

Borland  t.  Moffatt-xl,  76. 

7.  Of  interest  in  Tender  for  Contract— Provision  against  Assignment  of 
interest  in  Contract. 

See  CONTRACT  24. 

8.  For  benefit  of  cieditors — Accidental  omission  ot  claim  from  scbed- 
ale  of  debtf> — R.  S.  Ont.  oh.  118  sec.  2. 

See  FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE  3. 

9.  Condition  not  to  assign  in  Policy  of  insurance — Chattel  Mortgage 
not  breach  of. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE  16. 
Attachment— Under  absent    and  absconding  debtors  Act  of  Nova 
Scotia,  ch.  97  R.S.  N.S. 

<Sm  CORPORATIONS  6. 
Attorney— Appearance  by  without  authority. 

See  OPPOSITION  2. 
A.ttomey  General— Delegation  of  Authority  by. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  1. 
2.  Of  Province— Proper  person  to-  bring  a  suit   for  administration  of 
charitable  trust. 

See  CHARITABLE  TRUST. 
luctioneer— Liability  of,  to  assignees  of  Bill  of  Lading. 

S<«  BILL  OF  LADING. 
bailee— Bight  to  hold  goods  for  unpaid  purchase  money. 
I  See  SALE  OF  GOODS  6. 

ballots. 

See  ELECTION  12, 16. 
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vanrefl  on  B.-»i  Estetc. 

B.,  on  tise  19th  January,  1876,  transferred  to  the  Bank  of  T.  (appel- 
lants) by  notarial  deed  an  hypothec  on  certain  real  estate  in  Montreal,  made 
by  one  C.  to  hun,  as  collateral  security  for  a  note  which  was  discounted  by 
the  appellants  and  the  proceeds  placed  at  B.'s  credit  on  the  same  day  on 
which  the  transfer  was  made.  The  action  was  brought  by  the  appellants 
against  the  insolvent  estate  of  C.  to  set  aside  a  prior  hypothec  given  by  C. 
and  to  establish  their  priority.  • 
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MM,  ftfflrming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen'H  Bench,  that  tho 
tnuufer  «f  B.  to  the  Bank  of  T.  wm  not  given  to  seoure  »  put  debt,  but  to 
oover  a  oontemporaneous  loan,  and  was  therefore  null  and  void,  as  being  a 
contravention  of  the  Banking  Act,  34  Vio.  oh.  5  sec.  40. 

Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Perklni.-Tlll.60S. 

2.  Bight  to  transfer  shftres  under  Banking  Act. 

8$*  CORPORATIONS  10. 

3.  Liability  for  money  deposited  f  >r  benefit  of  creditors. 

See  AGREEMENT  7. 

4.  Cwtlfw  aad  Debtor- delation   or-Arreney— Pnyment-C.  C.  nrt.  1I4S— 
Parties. 

8.  G.  acquired  during  the  life  of  his  first  wife,  M.  A.  B.,  certain  immove- 
able property  which  formed  part  of  the  eommunauM  de  biem  existing 
between  them.  At  his  death,  after  his  marriage  with  H.  S.,  his  second  wife, 
he  was  greatly  involved.  His  widow,  H.  S.,  having  accepted  sow*  benefice 
tPinventaire  the  universal  usufructuary  legacy  made  in  her  favor  by  S.  Q., 
continued  in  pouession  of  her  estate  as  well  as  that  of  M.  A.  B.,  the  first 
wife,  and  administered  them  both,  employing  one  G.  to  collect,  pay  dcibts, 
etc.  Shortly  afterwards,  at  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  of  S.  G.,  of  whom  the 
respondents  were  the  chief,  a  resolution  was  adopted  authorizing  H.  6.  *o 
sell  and  lioitate  the  properties  belonging  to  the  estate  of  S.  G.  with  the 
advice  of  an  advocate  and  the  cashier  of  the  re'spondents,  and  promising  to 
ratify  anything  done  on  their  advice,  and  '»ne  creditors  resolved  that  the 
money  derived  from  the  sale  or  licitation  of  the  properties  should  be 
deposited  with  the  respondents,  to  be  apportioned  among  S.  G.'s  creditors 
pro  rata.  G.  continued  to  collect  the  fruits  and  revenues  and  rents,  and 
acted  generally  for  H.  S.  and  under  the  advice  aforesaid,  and  deposited  both 
the  moneys  derived  from  the  estate  of  S.  G.  and  those  derived  from  the 
estate  of  M.  A.  B.,  the  first  wife,  with  the  respondents,  under  an  account 
headed  "Succession  S.  G."  A  balance  remained  after  some  cheques  there- 
upon had  been  paid,  for  which  this  action  was  now  brought  by  the  heirs  and 
representatives  of  dame  M.A.  B. 

Held,  per  Strong,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  (Ritchie  O.J.  and  Four- 
nier  and  Henry  JJ.  contra) — That,  as  between  the  heirs  B.  and  the  bank 
there  was  no  relation,  of  creditor  and  debtor,  nor  any  fiduciary  relation,  nor 
any  privity  whatever ;  and  as  the  moneys  collected  by  G.  belonging  to  the 
heirs  of  B.  were  so  collected  by  him  as  the  agent  of  H.  S.  and  not  as  the 
agent  of  the  bank,  and  received  by  the  bank  in  good  faith,  as  applicable 
to  the  debts  of  the  estate  of  S.  G.,  and  as  the  representatives  of  H.  S.  were 
not  parties  to  the  action,  the  appellants  could  not  recover  the  moneys  sued  for. 

,     Gtraldl  t.  La  Banque  Jacqoes.Cartler.-^lx,  587. 


Banks  and  Banking— OoDtioaad. 
9.   Dopotit  for  Bpeoial  parpoM. 

S4e  NSW  TRIAL  4.  • 

6.    Winding  np  under  the  Imperial  Companies  Act,  1862— Galls  upon 
past  member— Right  of  action. 

See  CORPORATIONS  15. 


klll<y-4B  YIe.  ch.  98  D. 

In  the  year  18A5,  the  bank  ot  Prinoe  Edward  Island  wai  inoorpor- 
•ted  by  Provinoial  statute  18  Vio.  oh.  10.  Its  capital  stock  was  thereby 
fixed  at  £30,000  P.  E.  I.  Cy.,  or  $97,333.33  Dominion  Cy.,  divided  into  shares 
of  £10,  or  932.44.  Power  to  increase  this  capital  by  the  issue  of  additional 
Bhares,  of  same  value,  was  given  by  sections  39,  40,  41  A  42  of  the  act,  and 
these  sections  prescribed  the  manner  of  effecting  this  increase,  and  the  sale 
of  the  new  stock  by  auction,  and  it  was  provided  by  sec.  43  that "  the  said 
additional  shares  should  be  subject  to  all  the  rules,  regulations  and  provi- 
sions to  which  the  original  stock  is  subject,  or  may  hereafter  be  subject, 
by  any  law  of  this  Island."  The  19  section  of  the  act  was  repealed,  and 
re-enacted  by  the  3  section  of  19  Vio.  ch.  11.,  as  follows  : — 

"The  holders  of  the  stock  of  the  said  bank  shall  be  chargeable  in  their 
private  and  individual  capacity,  and  shall  be  holden  for  the  payment  and 
redemption  of  all  bills  which  may  have  been  issued  by  the  said  corporation, 
and  also  for  tEc  payment  of  all  debts  at  any  time  due  from  the  said  corpora- 
tion, in  proportion  to  the  stock  they  respectively  hold,  provided  however, 
that  in  no  case  shall  any  one  stockholder  be  liable  to  pay  a  sum  exceeding 
twice  the  amoimt  of  stock  actually  then  held  by  him,  over  and  above,  and 
in  addition  to  the  amount  of  stock  actually  by  him  paid  into  the  bank,  pro- 
vided nevertheless,  that  nothing  is  this  act,  or  in  the  said  hereinbefore 
recited  act  contained,  shall  be  construed  to  exempt  the  Jomt  Stock  of 
the  said  corporation  from  being  also  liable  for,  and  chargeable  with,  the 
debts  and  engagements  of  the  same. " 

No  increase  to  the  capital  stock  was  ever  made  under  the  provisi<ms  of 
this  act.  In  1872,  the  bank  having  a  balance  of  net  profits  'on  hand  of 
127,286.41,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  passed  at  the  general  annual  meeting 
of  the  shareholders,  application  was  made  to  the  legislature,  and  the  statute 
85  &  36  Vic.  ch.  23  was  passed,  which  enacted  as  follows : 

1.  « It  shall  and  may  be  lawAil  for  the  board  of  direotom  of  the  Bank  of 
Prinoe  Edward  Island  at  any  time,  and  ttom  time  to  time,  to  evhjtffi  the 
capital  stock  of  the  said  bank  by  applying  to  each  individual  shafe  of  the 
capital  a  portion  of  the  rest  or  surplus  profits,  lying  at  the  time  at  the  credit 

of  the  said  bank."    2.  "  Saoh  mode  of  enlarging  the  capital  stock  of  the  said 
8 
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bank  shall  not  prevent  the  enlargement  of  the  same  by  the  mode  pointed 
out  in  the  39th,  40th,  41st,  42nd  and  43rd  sections  of  the  Act  of  Incorpor- 
ation ■  of  the  said  bank.'' 

In  1872,  the  sum  of  $10,666.67  was  taken  out  of  the  profits  and  added 
to  the  capital  stock,  raising  the  value  ot  each  share  by  the  sum  ot  $3.55  and 
^      a  fraction,  or  to  a  total  par  value  of  $56. 

In  1875,  a  further  sum  of  $12,000  out  of  profits  was  carried  to  the  credit 
of  capital  stock.  This  addition  made  the  capital  $120,000,  and  the  par  value 
of  each  share  $40^- 

On  the  19th  day  of  June,  1882,  an  order  was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Peters 
for  winding  up  the  said  bank,  which  had  become  insolvent  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Act  45  Vic.  oh.  23,  intituled  "An  Act  respecting  Insolvent 
Banks,  Insurance  Companies,.  Loan' Ck>mpanies,  Building  Societies  and 
Trading  Corporations,"  and  the  respondents  were  appointed  liquidators  of 
the  said  bank.  Subsequently  an  order  n»«{  was  granted  by  Mr.  Justice 
Peters  calling  upon  all  shareholders  to  show  cause  why  they  should  not  pay 
calls  upon  their  shares  to  the  amount  of  $80  for  each  share,  which  order 
he  niade  absolute  alter  having  counsel  for  the  appellants,  contributoriea. 
On  appeal  to  the  full  Supreme  Court  of  P.E.I.  this  order  absolute  was 
formally  confirmed,  two  of  the  Judges  thinking  themselves  disqualified  from 
hearing  the  appeal  in  any  other  than  a  merely  formal  manner. 

On  the  10th  Feby.,  1883,  Henry  J.  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  Canada  made  an 
order  under  45  Vic.  ch.  23,  granting  leave  to  appeal  to  that  court,  which 
Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  Peters  J.,  that  the  shareholders  were  not 
liable  to  pay  more  than  $64.89  per  share,  or  twice  the  amount  of  their 
original  stock.  The  Act  of  1872,  which  authorized  the  alleged  increase, 
had  no  provision  creating  any  double  liability,  as  was  imposed  on  the 
original  stock,  and  any  new  stock  which  might  have  been  created  under 
18  Vic.  ch.  10,  and  the  fair  inference  from  the  omission  of  any  express 
enactment  with  reference  to  the  increased  stock  was  that  the  legislature 
did  not  intend  to  clothe  it  with  a  double  liability.  Gwynne  J.  dissenting. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Morris  T  The  liquidators  of  the  Bank  of  P.E.  Island— 19th  June,  1883. 

8.  Sbareliolder  or  vontrlbntory  of  Bank— Action  asslnat-Blvbt  ofset  off— 
Hemnrrer— 4n  Tie.  eta.  as  aee.  76  (Winding  np  Act)— Consimetlon  of. 

An  action  was  brought  by  the  bank  of  P.  E.  I.  against  the  appellant 

on  a  promissory  note,  to  which  he  pleaded  set  off  of  a  draft  made  by  the 

plaintiff  and  endorsed  to  him.     To  this  there  was  a  replication  that  the 

'    defendant  was  a  contributory  on  the  stock  book  of  the  bank,  and  knew  that 

the  bank  was  insolvent  when  the  draft  was  purchased.     The  defendant 
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demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  replication  did  not  aver  that  the  debt  for 
which  the  action  was  brought  was  due  from  the  defendant  in  his  capacity 
as  shareholder  or  contributory. 

Beld,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Suprenae  Court  of  P.  E.  I.,  that 
the  replication  was  bad  in  law.    45  Vic.  ch.  23  sec.  76. 

J.  I.,  the  appellant,  gave  to  one  0.  his  note  for  $6,000,  which  was  endors- 
ed to  the  bank  of  P.  E.  I.  The  Union  Bank  of  P.  E.  I.  at  the  time  held  a 
check  or  draft,  m'ade  by  the  bank  of  P.  E.  I.  for  nearly  the  same  amount, 
and  this  draft  the  appellant  purchased  for  something  more  than  $200  less 
than  its  face  value.  Being  sued  on  the  note  he  set  off  the  amount  of  such 
check  or  draft  and  paid  the  difference.  On  the  trial  he  admitted  he  had 
purchased  it  for  the  purpose  of  using  it  as  an  off  set  to  the  claim  on  his  note, 
which  he  iiad  made  non-negotiable  and  he  abo  admitted  that,  if  he  could 
succeed  in  his  set  off,  and  another  party  could  succeed  in  a  similar  trans- 
action, the  Union  Bank  would  get  their  claim  against  the  bank  of  P.  E.  I., 
which  had  become  insolvent,  pa^id  in  full.  The  judge  on  the  trial  charged 
that  if  the  draft  was  endorsed  to  the  defendant  to  enable  him  to  use  it  as  a 
set  off,  he  could  not  do  so,  because  he  was  a  contributory  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  76th  section  of  the  Winding  Up  Act,  and  that  the  Act  which  came 
into  force  on  the  12th  May,  1882,  was  retrospective  as  regards  the  endorse- 
ments before  it  was  passed,  but  within  thirty  days  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  proceedings  to  wind  up  the  affitirs  of  the  bank.  The  jury 
under  the  direction  of  the  judge  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest  which  the  Supreme  Court  refused  to 
,■'■   'disturb. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  appellant  haying  purchased  the  draft  in 
question  for  value  and  in  good  faith  prior  to  the  26th  May,  1882,  the  Canada 
Winding  Up  Act,  45  Vic.  ch.  23,  was  not  applicable,  and  therefore  the  appel- 
lant was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  set  off.  That  the  Winding  Up  Act  was 
not  retrospective  as  to  this  endorsement. 

By  sections  75  and  76  of  45  Vic.  ch.  23  it  is  provided  that  if  a  debt  due 
or  owing  by  the  company  has  been  transferred  within  thirty  days  next  befoi  e 
the  commencement  of  the  winding  up  under  that  Act,  or  at  any  time  after- 
wards to  a  contributory  who  knows,  or  has  probable  cause  for  believing,  the 
company  to  be  unable  to  meet  its  engagements,  or  in  contemplation  of  insol- 
vency under  the  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  such  oontributory  to  set 
up  by  way  of  compensation  or  set  off  the  claim  so  transferred,  such  debt 
cannot  be  set  up  by  way  of  compensation  or  set  off  against  the  claim  upon 

such  contributory. 
8J 
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Held,  that  the  seotions  in  qnestion  only  Apply  to  actions  agunst  a  oontri- 
bntoiy  when  the  debt  claimed  ia  due  from  the  person  sued  in  his  capacity  as 
contributory.    Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

lap  T.  The  BiBk  of  P.  1.  Iilaad.-ttii  Joe.  1885. 

9.  AsseMment  of  Bank  under  St.  John  Oity  ABeeesment  Aot,  46  Yio.  oh. 

69  N.fi. 

See  AS8ES8MBMT  AND  TAXES  11. 

10.  Transfer  to  Bank  of  shares  held  in  in:a(— Notice— Obligation  to 

aooonnt. 

See  TBUSTS  AND  TRUSTBES  9. 

11.  Insolvent  Bank— Winding  up— Priority  of  Crown  over  aimple  oon- 
traot  creditors. 

See  CROWN  16. 

12.  A€ftme9B,  Mcnrlty  teken  for  la  the  Bame  of  m  third  penwB— BIcM  of 
iNuA  to  UcB  on  aluKMa— Claim  In  InaolTenejr— I>toMlitj  for  ■mliadiinis- 
trattoB—Intevwit— Commencement  of  proof  In  wrltins. 

In  1875  the  plainti£P,  Lamoureuz,  became  insolvent  and  made  an  assign- 
ment of  his  estate  to  one  Auger,  an  official  assignee.  The  olaims  filed 
against  his  estate  ariounted  in  aU  to  the  sum  of  $93,105.78  of  unprivileged 
debts,  and  $895.92  of  privileged  debts.  Among  other  claims  was  one  by  the 
Bank  of  St.  John,  party  defendant,  sworn  to  by  Mr.  L'Ecuyer,  thoir  then 
cashier,  on  the  5th  of  February,  1876.  This  cUum  was  for  $41,431.41,  and  it 
was  stated  that  the  bank  held  no  security  except  certain  shares  owned  by 
the  plaintiff  of  the  stock  of  said  bank,  valued  at  $18,000.  It  appears  that 
the  claim  was  based  entirely  upon  promissory  notes,  eighteen  of  which, 
amou-:;ang  to  $11,788.71,  had  not  then  i»'  ''ured,  the  renuunder  being  over- 
due.  A  large  number  of  these  notes,  amoimting  in  all  to  $24,500,  were 
endorsed  by  the  said  cashier,  who,  it  appears,  held  a  hypothec  on  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff  to  the  extent  of  $30,000  to  secure  him  against  hia  said 
endorsements. 

The  plaintiff  compounded  with  his  creditors  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
cents  in  the  dollar,  and  the  defendants,  the  Bank  of  St.  John,  were  placed 
on  his  dividend  sheet  for  the  amount  of  their  alleged  unseeured  debt,  viz., 
$23,431,  the  composition  on  which  would  be  $5,857.86.  The  plaintiff,  not  having 
the  amount  required  to  pay  the  composition  to  his  creditors,  in  all  a  sum  of 
$24,173.63,  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  defendant  Molleur  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  it.  The  extent  and  natiure  of  the  negotiations  form  the 
subject  of  the  present  contention.  They  resulted  in  the  execution  of  a  deed 
dated  the  16th  May,  1876,  made  between  the  plaintiff,  his  assignee,  and  the 
defendant  Molleur,  whereby  it  was  recited  that  the  plaintiff  had  received 
from  the  defendant  Molleur  the  sum  of  $25,251.55  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
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the  oompoBitioa  to  his  oredit(m  And  for  leooring  repayment  of  this  sum, 
together  with  •  bonus  of  fi,006,  as  one  of  the  considerations  for  said 
advance.  The  plaintiff  requested  the  assignee  to,  and  the  assignee  thereby 
did,  ««sign  and  transfer  to  the  defendant  Molleur  all  the  property  belon^png 
to  the  plfuntiSl  The  defendant  Mdlleur  was  also  to  be  paid  the  costs  and 
expenses  connected  with  the  administratioin  of  the  property.  Molleur  con- 
tinued to  deal  with  the  property  of  the  plidntiff  until  1879,  when  the 
plaintiff  brought  this  action,  alleging  the  facts  herein  before  set  forth,  and 
alle^ng  fhrther  that  at  the  thne  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  the  16th 
May,  1876,  Molleur  was  acting  as  ik»pret$  nom  or  loeum  tenena  of  the  other 
defendants,  the  Bank  of  St.  John ;  that  the  bank  and  not  Molleur  had 
advanced  the  sum  of  $25,251.55  mentioned  in  the  deed ;  that  although  it  had 
been  agreed  between  the  plainti^  and  the  defendant  Molleur  that  only  the 
said  sum  of  $25,251.55,  together  with  a  bonus  of  $4,000,  should  be  paid  to  the 
bank,  and  upon  such  payment  being  made  Molleur  should  re-transfer  to  the 
.  plaintiff  the  property  remaining  in  his  possession,  the  defendant  Molleur  had 
wrongfully  paid  to  the  bank  the  claim  against  his  estate  in  full,  and  had  also 
80  improperly  managed  the  estate  as  to  cause  the  plaintiff  considerable  loss. 
The  plaintiff  asked  that  the  defendant  Molleur  should  render  an  account  of 
his  administration,  that  the  bank  might  be  declared  to  be  equally  responsi- 
ble with  the  defendant  Molleur,  who  should  be  held  to  be  merely  the  loeum 
tenena  of  the  bank,  that  the  defendants  jointiy  should  be  obliged  to  repay  to 
him  the  balance  of  monies  which  they  had  received,  after  paying  the  amounts 
which  were  authorized  by  the  said  deed  of  the  16th  May,  1876^  and  that 
Molleur  should  also  be  obliged  to  re-assign  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  the 
plaintiff's  property  then  unsold. 

Li  the  course  of  the  proceedings  Molleur  by  his  pleas  denied  that  the 
properties  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  were  assigned  to  him  to  pay  only  the 
sums  mentioned  by  the  phMntiff ;  he  denied  that  he  was  the  locum  tenena  of 
the  bank ;  and  he  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  said  deed  it 
was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  that  besides  the  said  sums  the 
defendants  should  pay  to  the  bank  in  fiiU  the  balance  remaining  due  to  said 
,  bank  on  the  claim  filed  against  the  plaintiff  beyond  the  amount  of  the  com- 
position, such  balance,  amounting  to  $35,573.56,  having  necessarily  to  be  paid 
to  discharge  the  hypothecs  held  by  the  endorsers  of  the  plaintiff's  notes. 

The  total  amoimt  which  by  the  defendant  Molleur's  contention  would 
thiu  have  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  plaintiff's  property  would  be 
the  sum  of  $64,825.11,  together  with  the  expenses  of  management)  and  the 
defendant  also  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  tb  pay  interest  on  the  various 
sums  at  the  rate  of  9  per  oe^t.  per  annum.  He  stated  that  up  to  that  time 
be  had  paid  to  the  bank,  and  on  hypQtheofM7  cll^^la  on  the  property  and  for 
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expennes  of  management,  the  turn  of  462,977.85 ;  he  admitted  having  received 
from  the  revenues  and  sale  of  portions  of  the  property  a  sum  of  $49,633.09, 
and  having  sold  another  portion  of  said  property  for  $1,000  which  he  not  yet 
received.  The  defendant  went  into  particulars  with  respect  to  his  dealings 
with  certain  portions  of  the  property.  The  result  would  have  been  that  a 
considerable  balance  would  still  have  appeared  owing  to  the  bank  of  St.  John, 
if  the  contention  of  the  defendant  Molleur  was  correct.  The  defendant  filed 
with  his  pleas  certain  statements  of  account.  To  these  the  plaintiflF  objected 
as  not  having  been  sworn  to,  as  required  by  law,  and  he  reiterated  his  con- 
tentions with  respect  to  the  agreement  between  him  and  the  defendant  Molleur. 

On  the  20th  May,  1882,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  district  of  Iberville, 
Ghagnon  J.  presiding,  by  an  interlocutory  judgment.  Held,  that  the  defen. 
dant  Molleur  was  the  locum  tenens  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  said  defendant 
should  render  a  proper  sworn  account.  This  the  defendant  Molleur  did,  not 
only  of  his  dealings  with  the  property  up  to  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 
action,  but  also  up  to  the  date  of  rendering  said  accounts  the  15th  August, 
1882,  and  he  claimed  that  a  balance  was  still  due  to  him  of  $3,814.18. 

On  the  29th  January,  1883,  Mr.  Justice  Chagnon  delivered  judgment  in 
which  he  re-aflBrmed  his  previous  finding,  that  the  defendant  Molleur  was 
the  prSie  nom  or  locutr  ^enens  of  the  bank.  He  held,  also,  that  the  defendant 
Molleur  was  justified  in  paying  to  the  bank  the  amount  of  the  notes  for  which 
they  held  the  endorsement  of  L'Ecuyer,  there  being  no  evidence  that  the  hypo- 
thec held  by  L'Ecuyer  was  not  a  honCifide  security  of  which  the  bank  had  a 
right  to  the  benefit ;  that  the  bank  was  justified  in  retaining  the  shares  of 
the  plaintiff  to  be  applied  on  the  balance  of  its  claim  ;  that  the  bank  was 
entitled  also  to  the  sum  of  $25,251.56,  together  with  the  amount  of  the  bonus 
of  $4,000,  and  to  interest  on  all  the  amounts  it  was  thus  declared  entitled 
to  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  per  annum,  with  the  exception  of  the  said  bonus, 
upon  which  the  judge  considered  no  interest  should  be  paid ;  that,  as  regards 
the  amount  alleged  i'^  have  been  improperly  paid  the  assignee,  the  plaintiff 
must  be  left  to  his  recourse  against  the  assignee,  or  his  estate,  he  being  then 
dead;  that,  sa  regards  any  questions  of  maladministration,  the  recourse  of 
the  plaintiff,  if  any,  should  be  reserved  to  him ;  and  the  court  directed  the 
accounts  to  be  submitted  to  an  auditor  to  ascertain  the  balance  on  the 
principles  laid  down  in  the  judgment,  and  also  diiected  that  if  a  balance 
should  be  payable  by  tlie  defendants  the  defendant  Molleur  should  re  assign 
to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  property  remaining  unsold. 

The  auditor  found  a  balance  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  of  $3,200.60, 
Neither  party  being  satisfied  with  this  judgment,  appeals  were  instituted 
to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  court  reversed  the  finding  of  Mr. 
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Justice  Chagnon  on  the  question  ofi^he  relation  between  the  bank  and  Mol- 
leur,  holding  that  Molleup  was  not  the  loettm  tenena  of  the  bank,  and  reversed 
hiB  finding  with  respect  to  the  rate  of  interest.  In  other  respects  it  practi- 
cally affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  and  sent  the  case  back  to 
that  court  to  have  the  account  rectified  in  accordance  with  suggestions  in 
their  judgment. 

Held,  ty  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  that  the  judgment  of  Mr. 
Justice  Chagnon  should  be  affirmed  with  the  exception  hereafter 
mentioned.  The  evidence  was  ample  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  beyond 
any  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  defendant  MoUeur  was  acting  as  the  prSte 
nom  or  locum  tenena  of  the  bank.  The  only  difficulty  with  regard  to  this 
point  was  created  by  the  fact  that  there  was  no  writing  to  connect  the  bank 
with  the  deed  of  the  16th  May,  1876,  no  commencement  depreuve  par  icrit. 
But  this  difficulty  was  not  insuperable  : — Ist.  Because,  if  held  as  a  bar  to  con- 
sidering the  bank  as.  the  real  party  liable,  the  bank  would  be  enabled  to 
commit  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff  and  to  receive  and  retain  monies  to  which 
it  was  not  entitled.  And  secondly,  because  the  bank  by  its  actions  and  con- 
duct throughout  had  shown  ample  ratification  of  the  acts  of  the  defendant 
Molleur,  and  an  acceptance  of  the  deed  of  the  16th  May,  1876,  and  of  every 
thing  done  under  it.  Whether  as  the  principal  party  concerned,  acting 
through  its  locum  tenena,  or  by  reason  of  its  having  received  monies  by 
collusion  with  the  defendant  Molleur  to  which  it  was  not  entitled,  the 
bank  should  be  held  equally  responsible  with  the  defendant  Molleur. 

With  reference  to  the  L'Eouyer  notes,  ■  the  bank  did  not,  these 
notes  being  over-due,  treat  the  hypothec  taken  by  L'Ecuyer '  as  any^ 
security  to  it  when  filing  its  said  claim,  nor  did  it  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  ever  contended  at  the  meeting  of  his  creditors,  or  in  any  of  the 
insolvency  proceedings,  that  this  hypothec  given  to  Mr.  L'Ecuyer  was  in 
reality  held  for  the  bank.  Nor  was  there  any  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the 
plaintiff  subsequent  to  the  insolvency  proceedings,  and  up  to  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  this  action,  ever  contended  that  this  hypothec  was  held 
by  the  bank,  or  held  otherwise  than  as  a  bond  fide  security  by  Mr.  L'Ecuyer 
himself,  and  a  security,  therefore,  which  the  defendant  Molleur  was  bound  to 
pay  off  to  release  the  properties.  On  the  other  hand  there  was  considerable 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  acknowledged  his  liability  on  this  hypothec, 
and  wished  the  defendant  Molleur  to  pay  off  the  indebtedness  for  which  it 
was  given.  The  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  was  justified  in  holding  that  the 
defendant  had  properly  paid  the  amount  of  the  promissory  notes  endorsed 
by  L'Ecuyer  in  order  to  obtain  the  discharge  of  his  hypothec.        .  ^ ^  . ,. 

Further,  the  bank  in  filing  its  claim  was  justified  in  alleging  that  it 
held  as  security  only  the  shares  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  further 
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justified  in  applying  the  prooeeda  oL  these  shares  to  any  balance  remaining 
due  on  the  notes  of  the  plaintiff  after  payment  of  the  L'Eouyer  notes. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  not  have  raised  the  rate  of  interest 
to  eight  per  cent.,  no  rate  having  been  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  the  16th 
May,  1876. 

There  was  one  point,  however,  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  of 
the  Superior  Court  from  which  the  Court  was  obliged  to  dissent.  At  the 
time  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  May,  1876,  was  executed*  there  were,  as 
already  stated,  certain  claims  being  contested  before  the  assignee.  The 
amount  of  these  claims  should  not  have  been  paid  to  the  assignee  before  the 
result  of  the  contestations  was  declared,  or,  if  paid,  the  defendants  should 
have  taken  proceedings  in  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  back  this 
amount  from  the  assignee.  This  amount  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to,  in 
addition  to  the  sum  found  by  the  auditor  on  the  basis  of  the  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court. 

In  all  other  respects  the  judgirant  of  the  Superior  Court  should  be 
affirmed  and  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff  allowed  with  costs,  and  the  cross 
appeals  dismissed  with  costs,  the  plaintiff  to  receive  his  costs  on  the  appeal 
and  cross  appeals  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Lamoureux  v.  Holleur—Sth  March,  1886. 

iSOnBnt  S0C16ty~~ExpalBlon  or  member -prior   notice    not    necesHarjr 
under  by«laws— Mandamns. 

L.  was  expelled  from  membership  in  L'U.  St.  J.,  an  incorporated  benefit 
society,  for  being  in  default  to  pay  six  months'  contributions.  Art.  20  of 
the  society's  by-laws,  seo.  5,  provides  that  "  When  a  member  shall  have 
neglected  during  six  months  to  pay  his  contributions,  or  the  entire  amount 
of  his  entrance  fee,  the  society  may  erase  his  name  from  the  list  of  mem- 
bers, and  he  shall  then  no  longer  form  part  of  the  society ;  for  that  purpose, 
at  every  general  and  regular  meeting,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  collector-treas- 
urers to  make  known  the  names  of  those  who  are  indebted  in  six  months' 
contributions,  or  in  a  balance  of  their  entrance  fee,  and  then  any  one  may 
move  that  such  members  be  struck  off  from  the  list  of  members  of  the 
society."  L.  brought  a  suit  under  the  shape  of  a  petition,  praying  that  a  writ 
of  mandamua  should  issue,  enjoining  the  company  to  reinstate  him  in  his 
rights  and  privileges  as  a  member  of  the  society.  1.  On  the  ground  that  he 
bad  not  been  put  en  demeure  in  any  way  ;  and  that  no  statement  or  notice 
had  been  given  him  of  the  amount  of  his  indebtedness.  2.  On  the  ground 
that  many  other  members  of  the  society  were  in  arrear  for  similar  periods, 
and  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  society  to  make  any  distinction 
amongst  those  in  arrear.  3.  On  the  ground  that  no  motion  was  made  at 
any  regular  meeting. 
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The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  fqt  L.C.  (appeal  side)  held  that  L.  should 
have  had  "prior  notice  "  of  the  ptooeedings  to  be  taken  with  a  view  to  his 
expulsion. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  as  L.  did  not  raise  by  his  pleadings  the  want  of 
"  prior  notice,"  or  make  it  a  part  of  his  case  in  the  court  below,  he  could 
not  do  so  in  appeal. 

PerTaschereau  and  Qwynne  JJ.— A  member  of  that  society,  who  admits 
that  he  is  in  arrear  for  six  months'  contributions,  is  not  entitled  to  "  prior 
notice  "  before  he  can  be  expelled  for  non-payment  of  dues. 

PVnlon  St  Joseph  de  Montreal  v.  Laplerre-iv.  161. 

Bill  of  Lading— Rf state  or  AMlcnee  of-Blstat  to  tnatraet  A«eii«  «otaold 
until  payment  of  Bill  of  Excluinye  drawn  for  vood*  mentioned  In  Bill 
or  Ladlnv— Whether  InittmctlonB  admissible  In  action  a(valnMt  a  third 
party— Consignee  obtaining  yoods  wlth6ai  Bill  or  Lading  and  wllh> 
oat  payluK  for  goodii— Liability  or  Aaetloneera  to  AMilynoes  or  Bill  or 
Lading  for  selling    the  goods  on  Consignees  acconnt— Trover— Interest. 

The  plaintiffs,  a  banking  company  doing  business  at  Charleston  S.C., 
were  aasignf  es  of  a  bill  of  lading  for  100  casks  of  spirits  of  turpentine  and 
501  barrels  of  rosin,  for  which  they  had  discounted  the  shipper's  draft  on  R., 
of  Saint  John  N.B.,  the  consignee.  They  forwarded  the  draft  to  their 
agents  with  instructions  to  deliver  the  bill  of  lading  to  R.  when  the  draft 
was  paid.  The  draft  was  dated  August  2,  1875,  and  was  payable  20  days 
after  date.  R.  accepted  the  draft,  but  did  not  pay  the  san\e,  and  tl\e  bill 
of  lading  was  retained  by  plaintiffs'  agents.  The  invoice  was  sent  from 
Charleston  to  R.,  to  whom  the  captain  of  the  vessel  by  which  the  goods  were 
shipped  delivered  the  goods  without  the  production  of  the  bill  of  lading. 
Subsequently  R.  delivered  90  barrels  of  the  turpentine  to  the  defendants, 
who  were  auctioneers,  for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  by  the  defendants  on 
account  of  R.,  upon  which  they  advanced  R.  $1,000.  The  defendants,  after 
advertising  the  sale  sold  the  turpentine  at  public  auction  and  paid  the 
balance  of  the  net  proceeds  to  R.  on  Septemb<?r  24, 1875.  The  turpentine 
had  been  taken  out  of  the  vessel  and  landed  and  warehoused  several  days 
before  the  delivery  to  defendants,  and  defendants  did  not  know  that  R.  had 
not  possession  of  the  bill  of  lading  until  October  21, 1875,  when  the  plaintiff^ 
by  notice  in  writing,  demanded  the  turpentine  of  them. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  firunswiok  held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  in  an  action  of  trover  to  recover  from  defendants  the  valKQ  of  the 
turpentine,  and  gave  interest  on  the  amount  to  tljM  plaintiffs  ftoxt^  the  day 
the  demand  was  made.  The  court  heild  also  that  the  ins^rwvtions  -frc^  |4<^- 
tiffs  to  their  agents  to  deliver  tiie  bill  of  lading  upon  payment  q{  th^  diraft, 
was  admissible  evidence  in  an  action  by  plainti£&  against  the  defeadants. 
(See  3  Pugs.  &  Bur.  ^68.) 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below  should  be  afSrmod.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Stewart  v<  The  People's  National  Bynk  ofCharleston.-lOth  June,  1880. 
2.    Sale  with  privilege  of  taking  bill  of  lading  or  reweighingat  seller's 
expenfle. 

Set.  SALE  OF  GOODS  12. 

Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes— Misdirection  of 

jury  as  to  interest  on  note. 
See  EVIDENCE  5. 

2>   Vnatampcd  bill  or  exchanse-lii   ¥ic«  eb.  17  «ec.  IS— KnowledKe-<|ac*> 
tlon  ror  Jadv««  * 

The  action  was  brought  by  T.  et  al.  against  C  to  recover  the  amount  of 
a  bill  of  exchange.  It  appeared  that  the  draft  when  made  and  when 
received  by  T.  et  al.  had  no  stamps ;  that  they  knew  then  that  bills  and 
promissory  notes  required  to  be  stamped,  but  never  gave  it  a  thought,  and 
their  first  knowledge  that  the  bill  was  not  stamped  was  when  they  gave  it  to 
their  attorney  for  collection  on  the  26th  February,  1880,  and  they  immedi- 
ately put  on  double  stamps.  The  bill  was  received  in  evidence,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  for  a  non-suit ;  the  learned  judge 
stating  his  opinion  that  though  as  a  fact  the  plaintiffs  knew  the  bill  was  not 
stamped  when  they  received  it,  and  knew  that  stamps  were  necessary, 
they  accidentally  and  not  intentionally  opiitted  to  affix  them  till  their 
attention  was  called  to  the  omission  in  February,  1880. 

Held,  !•  That  the  question  as  to  whether  the  holder  of  a  bill  or  draft 
has  affixed  double  stamps  upon  an  unstamped  bill  or  draft  so  soon  as  the 
state  of  the  bill  was  brought  to  his  knowledge  within  the  terms  of  42  Vic. 
ch.  12  sec.  13,  is  a  question  for  the  judge  at  the  trial  and  not  for  the  jury. 
(Gwjmne  J.  dissenting.)  2,  That  the  "  kn  wledge "  referred  to  in  the  Act 
is  actual  knowledge  and  not  imputed  or  presumed  knowledge,  and  that 
the  evidence  in  this  case  showed  that  T.  acquired  this  knowledge  tor  the 
first  time  on  the  day  he  affixed  stamps  for  the  amount  of  the  double  duty, 
26th  February,  1880.  3.  That  the  want  of  proper  stamping  in  due  time  is 
not  a  defence  which  need  be  pleaded.    (Gwjmne  J,  dissenting.) 

Cliapinaii  v.  Tans.-vlli.  543. 

ProinisM»rjr  note-Death  or  endoraer—Notlce  or  dlstaonor-83  Tic.  ch.  47  see. 

1(D). 

The  appellants  discounted  a  note  made  by  P.  and  endorsed  by  S.  in  the 
Bank  of  Commerce.  S.  died,  leaving  the  respondent  his  executor,  who 
proved  the  will  before  the  note  matured.  The  note  fell  due  on  the  8  th 
May,  1879,  and  was  protested  for  non-payment,  and  the  bank,  being  unaware 
of  the  death  of  S.,  addressed  notice  of  protest  to  S.  at  Toronto,  where  the 
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note  was  dated,  under  37  Vio.  ch.  47  sec.  1  (D).  The  appellants,  who 
knew  of  S.'s  death  before  maturity  of  the  note,  subsequently  took  up  the 
note  from  the  bank,  and,  relying  upon  the  notice  of  dishonor  given  by  the 
bank,  sued  the  defendant. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that 
the  holders  of  the  note  sued  upon  when  it  matured,  not  knowing  of  S.'s 
death,  and  having  sent  hun  a  notice  in  pursuance  of  sec.  1,  ch.  47,  37  Vic, 
gave  a  good  and  sufficient  notice  to  bind  the  defendant,  and  that  the  notice 
so  given  enured  to  the  benefit  of  the  appellants. 

CosKrare  t.  Boyle.— v1«  165. 

4.  Bill  of  exchange  for  goods  in  bill  of  lading. 
See  BILL  OF  LADING. 

O-  PromlHflory  note  overdue  In  handN  of  payee- OarnlHhee  claniie*  C".  I.. P. 
Act— Payment  Into  conrt. 

Held,  an  overdue  promissory  note  in  the  hands  of  the  payee  is  liable  to 
be  attached  by  a  judgment  creditor  under  the  C.L.P.  Act,  and  payment  by 
the  garnishee  of  the  amount  to  the  judgment  creditor  of  the  payee,  in  pur- 
suance of  a  judge's  order,  is  a  valid  discharge. 

Roblee  v.  Ranftln.— 33rd  Jane,  1884. 

Bill  of  exehanKe-BTot  stamped  by  drawer— A fHxed  by  drawee  before 
beInK  discounted -Double  duty  affixed  at  trial— Knowledge  of  law  rclat* 
Inir  to  stamps-42  Vic.  ch.  17— Plea  that  defendant  did  not  make  draft- 
Con.  StatH.  BT.B.  ch.  37  sec.  83  sub-sees.  4  A  S— Kvldence  of  want  of  stamp 
under-Npeoial  plea. 

R.  remitted  by  mail  to  V.  a  draft  on  Bay  of  Fundy  Quarrying  Co., 
Boston,  Mass.,  in  payment  of  an  account  of  the  company  of  which  R.  was 
superintendent.  The  draft  when  received  by  V.  was  unstamped,  and  V. 
affixed  stamps  required  by  the  amount  of  the  draft,  and  initialed  them  as 
of  the  date  the  draft  was  drawn,  which  was  at  least  two  days  prior  to  the 
date  on  which  they  were  actually  affixed.  The  draft  was  not  paid,  and  an 
action  was  brought  against  R.,  who  pleaded  "  that  he  did  not  make  the 
draft,"  according  to  provisions  of  Con.  Stats.  New  Brunswick,  ch.  37  sec.  83 
sub-sec.  4.  On  the  trial  the  draft  was  offered  in  evidence  and  objected 
to  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  sufficiently  stamped,  the  plaintiff  having 
previously  testified  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  stamps  were  put  on,  and 
having  also  sworn  that  he  knew  the  law  relating  to  stamps  at  the  time. 
The  draft  was  admitted,  subject  to  leave  reserved  to  defendant  to  move 
for  a  non-suit,  and  at  a  later  stage  of  the  trial  it  was  again  offered  with  the 
double  duty  affixed.  The  trial  resulted  in  counsel  agreei'ig  that  a  nonsuit 
should  be  entered,  with  leave  reserved  to  plaintiffs  to  move  for  verdict, 
court  to  have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact. 
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On  motion  pursuant  to  such  leave  reserved,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
Brunswick  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  ground  that  the  defect  in  the  draft  of  want  of  stamp  should 
have  been  specially  pleaded.    (See  23  N.  B.  R.  343.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada— Held,  1.  Reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below,  Strong  and  Gu'ynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that 
double  duty  should  have  been  placed  on  the  note  as  soon  as  it  came  into 
the  hands  of  the  drawee  unstamped,  and  that  it  was  too  late  at  the  trial  to 
affix  such  double  duty,  the  plaintiff  having  sworn  that  he  knew  the  law  relat- 
ing to  stamps,  which  precluded  the  possibility  of  holding  that  it  was  a  mere 
error  or  mistake. 

■    2.  That  under  the  plea  that  defendant  did  not  make  the  draft,  he  was 
entitled  to  take  advantage  of  the  defect  for  want  of  stamps. 

Per  Strong  J. — ^That  the  note  was  sufficiently  stamped  and  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  recover. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — That  if  the  note  was  not  sufficiently  stamped  the 
defence  should  have  been  specially  pleaded. 
*  Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Roberts  t.  Taugban.--23rd  Jane,  1884. 
Bills  Of  Sale. 

See  CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 
Bond— Goods  in. 

See  STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

2.  Action  on. 

See  MORTGAGE  10. 

3.  Alleged  misrepresentation  by  co-obligor  as  to  effect  and  purpose  of. 

See  AGREEMENT  11.' 
Bonds— Collateral  ticcnrlty— Revendicatlon. 

B.,  as  trustee  for  H.  C.  &  Co.,  deposited  with  D.  twelve  bonds  of  the  M. 
C.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  as  collateral  security,  to  be  availed  of  only  subsequent  to 
the  failure  of  the  government  to  pay  $10,(XX)  subsidy  previously  transferred 
to  D.,  and  obtained  a  receipt  from  D.  that  on  the  subsidy  being  paid  D.  would 
return  these  bonds  to  B.  The  subsidy  was  paid  and  B.  sued  D.  to  recover 
back  the  twelve  bonds,    H.  C.  &  Co.  did  not  intervene. 

Held,  that  B.,  being  a  party  personally  liable  on  the  bills  held  by  D., 

which  the  government  subsidy  of  $10,000  transferred  was  mtended  to  pay, 

and  having  complied  with  all  the  conditions  mentioned  in  the  receipt 

entitling  him  to  recover  possession  of  the  bonds,  was,  as  against  D.,  the  legal 

,      owner  of  the  bonds. 

Drammond  t.  Baylis.— 11,  61. 
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Bonds— CoDtinued. 

2.  Validity  of. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  9. 

3.  Of  Railway  Company — Agreement  lo  deliver  in  payment  of  construo- 
tion. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COaIPANIES  19. 

BOUnd&ry'— 'Eqaitnble  edtoppel— De«crlptlon  or  land  by  reference  to  plan 
—Construction  of  deed— Extrlniilc  evidence  of  bonndarlcs. 

T.  was  the  owner  of  lot  9,  and  C.  was  the  owner  of  lot  8  acyoining  it  on 
the  south.  Both  lots  had  formerly  belonged  to  one  person,  and  there  was 
no  exact  indication  of  the  true  boundary  line  between  them.  T.,  being  about 
to  build;  employed  a  surveyor  to  ascertain  the  boundary.  The  surveyor 
went  to  the  place,  and  asked  C.  where  he  claimed  his  northern  boundary 
was.  C.  pointed  out  an  old  fence,  running  part  of  the  way  across  the  land 
between  the  lots  and  an  old  post,  and  said  the  line  of  the  fence  produced  to 
the  post  was  his  boiyidary  line.  The  surveyor  then  took  the  average  line  of 
the  fence  and  produced  it  till  it  met  the  post.  He  staked  out  his  line,  C. 
not  objecting.  A  few  days  afterwards  T.,  with  his  architect  and  builder,  went 
on  the  ground,  and,  in  the  presence  of  C. ,  the  builder  again  marked  out  the 
boundary  by  means  of  a  line  connecting  the  surveyor's  marks,  C.  not  object- 
ing. Excavating  was  conamenced  according  to  thot  line  immediately,  and 
T.'s  house  was  built  according  to  the  line  on  the  extreme  verge  of  T.'s  laud. 
The  first  time  that  C.  raised  any  objection  to  the  boundary  so  marked  was 
when  the  walls  of  T.'s  house  were  up*and  ready  for  the  roof  and  considerable 
money  had  been  expended  in  building. 

Held,  that  C.  was  estopped  from  disputing  that  the  line  rdn  by  the 
surveyor  was  the  true  line. 

Per  Strong  J. — When  lands  are  described  by  reference  to  a  plan,  the  plan 
is  considered  as  incorporated  with  the  deed,  and  the  boundaries  of  the  lands 
conveyed  as  defined  by  the  plan  are  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  description. 

In  construing  a  deed  of  land  not  subject  to  special  statutory  regula- 
tions, extrinsic  evidence  of  monuments  and  actual  boundary  marks  is 
inadmissible  to  control  the  deed,  but  if  reference  is  made  by  the  deed  to 
such  monuments  and  boundaries,  they  control,  though  they  may  call  for 
courses,  distances,  or  computed  contents,  which  do  not  agree  with  those  in 
the  deed.   .  .'-,(-■       ^-'- .■'i.^H"        ••  ;■.  ■„  ?..,.-'  -,,  r:i  '.u..  .,>':■',' ,i\     ' 

In  1861,  W.  D.  P.,  who  owned  a  piece  of  land  bounded  on  the  south  by 
Queen  street,  pn  the  east  by  William  street,  on  the  west  by  Dummer  street, 
and  rimning  north  some  distance,  laid  out  the  southerly  portion  into  lots 
depicted  upon  a  plan,  which  plan  showed  the  boundary  line  between  the 
plaintiff's  and  defendant's  lots  to  be  exaotly  600  feet  from  Queen  streets 
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There  were  no  stakes  or  otlur  mtirku  on  the  ground  to  indicate  the 
boundarieg  of  the  lotn  or  the  extent  of  the  land  no  laid  out.  Many  year» 
afterward*  the  remaining  land  to  the  north  of  the  pftrotd  go  laid  out,  was  laid 
out  into  lots  BO  depicted  on  another  plan,  and  a  8tn>et  was  hIiowu  between 
the  northerly  limit  of  the  Krst  plan  and  the  southerly  limit  of  the  second 
pK.n.  The  actual  distance,  however,  of  this  street  from  Queen  street  was 
greater  than  the  first  plan  on  its  face  showed  it  to  be,  and  the  parties  owning 
lots  on  the  first  plan  appeared  to  have  taken  up  their  lots  as  if  Queen  Htreet 
and  the  street  on  the  north  of  the  first  plan  were  actual  limits  of  the  plan. 

Per  Strong  J 1.  The  true  boundary  line  between  the  plaintiff's  and 

defendant's  lots  was  a  line  commencing  at  a  point  600  feet  from  Dummer 
street,  as  measured  on  the  ground  at  the  time  when  the  plan  was  made ;  but 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  showing  a  measurement  on  tlie  levelled  street, 
that  point  could  not  be  accepted  as  the  true  point  of  commencement  of  the 
boundary  in  question.  2.  Inasmuch  as  the  conveyances  to  the  parties  were 
made  according  to  the  first  plan,  the  second  plan  could  not  be  invoked  to 
aid  in  ascertaining  the  limits  of  the  lots  so  conveyed. 

Grasett  v.  Carter.— x,  105. 

2t  BoandHrleH-j%vre«ment  a«  to— Whether  execntod  or  executory-Plan, 
MiKned  hy  adjoining  proprletoni— Statut*  of  FrnndH— Purchaser  for 
value  without  notice— Discretionary  Jurindlctlou  of  Court  of  Equity. 

The  plaintift",  by  his  bill,  alleged  that  in  March,  1844,  the  Crown  granted 
in  fee  to  William  Stewait  the  east  part  and  the  S.  W.  part  of  lot  letter  F., 
and  that  he  went  into  and  remained  in  possession  thereof  until  his  death ; 
that  one  Kealey  was  then  in  possession  of  the  part  of  lot  letter  G.,  imme- 
diately adjacent  on  the  south  to  the  land  granted  to  Stewart ;  that  disputes 
having  ai'isen  respecting  the  true  boundary,  it  was  agreed  to  have  it  sur- 
veyed and  defined  on  the  ground  by  Anthony  Swalwell,  P.  L.  S.,  whose 
survey  was  to  be  the  settled  and  permanent  boundary,  and  who  accordingly 
in  September,  1854,  made  a  survey,  and  prepared  a  map  and  plan  showing 
the  boundary  line ;  that  thereupon,  on  or  about  the  20th  October,  1854,  the 
said  boundary  line  having  been  so  defined,  it  was  mutually  agreed  to  between 
the  said  William  Stewart  and  the  said  Martin  Kealey,  and  the  following 
memorandum  was  then  written  upon  the  said  map  or  plan,  and  was 
signed  by  them  respectively  :  "  We,  the  undersigned,  interested  in  this 
survey,  agree  to  it  as  shown  by  this  plan,  as  witness  our  hands  ;  "  that  there- 
upon the  said  parties  shifted  their  occupation,  soras  to  accord  with  the 
said  line  so  surveyed  by  the  said  Swalwell  and  so  agreed  to  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  Kealey  afterwards  applied  for  the  patent  of  lot  G.,  which  was  issued 
to  one  Horace  Pinhey  as  trustee  for  him.  The  bill  went  on  to  state  that 
the  survey  commenced  from  the  west  side  of  G.  at  a  point  then  mutually 
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•greed  upon  between  Stewart  and  Koaley  and  the  other  porsonK  interested, 
aa  the  north-west  angle  of  the  lot ;  that  Stewart  and  Kealey  then  remoyed  to 
and  thence  continued  in  possession  of  their  respective  lands  as  aforesaid,  as 
so  separated  and  detined;  that  Stewart  died  in  1856;  that  the  plaintiff,  to 
whom  he  devised  lot  F,  did  not  attain  his  mi^'ority  until  1870;  that  in  1862, 
the  defendant  obtained  possession  of  a  strip  of  the  land  in  possession  of  the 
plaintiff  nnd  his  father  under  tho  agreomont,  boing  about  70  feet  in  width, 
to  the  north  of  the  boundary,  which  had  been  agreed  ui>on,  and  refused  to 
restore  possession,  or  to  recognize  the  agreement ;  that  the  plaintiff  was 
unable  to  recover  possession  at  law,  inasmuch  as  the  legal  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff under  the  patent  would  be  detenrined  by  the  mode  of  survey  which 
prevailed  according  to  the  general  law ;  tliat  the  defendant  had  notice  of 
the  agreement  and  the  settlement  of  the  boundary;  that  the  true  boundary 
line  was  difficult  to  aHCortain  in  1854,  and  that  the  agreement  was  a  com- 
promise and  settlement  of  disputed  and  doubtful  rights.  The  prayer  was 
that  the  agreement  might  be  specifically  enforced,  and  the  boundary  estab- 
lished accordingly,  and  that  the  defendant  might  execute  a  deed  to  con- 
firm the  strip  of  land  to  the  plaintiff,  and  migiit  be  ordered  to  deliver  up 
possession.    * 

The  defendant  denied  that  Stewart  ever  had  actual  possession  of  the 
disputed  strip,  which  he  alleged  was  in  a  state  of  nature  at  the  time  of  his 
purchase  from  Eealey ;  he  alleged  that  he  had  had  the  line  run  by  one 
Sparks,  a  P.  L.  S.,  and  had  erected  on  expensive  fence  along  the  line  and  a 
dwelling  house,  the  whole  or  greater  part  of  which  being  on  the  land  claimed 
by  plaintiff;  that  he  had  made  other  valuable  improvements  ;  that  Kealey 
was  an  illiterate  man,  and  if  his  name  was  procured  to  the  agreement  it 
was  through  fraud.  He  also  set  up  the  registry  laws,  the  statute  of  frauds, 
laches,  that  he  was  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  and 
that  the  agreement  was  not  one  which  the  court  in  its  discretion  would 
enforce  against  him. 

Spragge  C.  made  a  decree  in  accordance  with  the  plaintiff's  contentions. 
The  judgment  of  iihe  Chancellor  is  not  reported  except  on  a  point  which  . 
arose  with  reference  to  the  proof  of  the  will  of  plaintiff's  father.    (24  Orant 
433.) 

The  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  the  decree,  the  judgment  of  the  coui-t 
being  delivered  by  Moss  C.J.  He  was  of  opinion,  from  a  review  of  the  whole 
tenor  and  scope  of  the  pleading,  that  the  plaintiff  was  appealing  to  the  dis- 
cretionary jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  that  the  ordinary  principles  upon 
which  it  was  administered  were  applicable.  That  he  had  seen  no  case  in 
which  a  mere  verbal  agreement,  unattended  by  acts,  had  been  sufficient 
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under  the  statute  of  frauds,  although  it  had  been  held  in  a  number  of  cases 
in  the  courts  of  the  U.S.  that  where  two  a(^'oining  proprietors  employ  a  sur- 
veyor to  define  their  boundary  line,  and  posession  is  taken  and  held  in  accord- 
ance therewith,  the  objection  of  the  want  of  a  writing  shall  not  be  allowed  to 
prevaiL  That  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  show  anything  done  on  the  faith  of 
the  agreement,  or  a  change  of  position  in  reliance  upon  the  boundary  line 
settled.  That  the  proof  of  the  agreement  was  not  of  that  clear  and  unambigu- 
ous kind  the  court  requires  when  asked  to  exercic?  its  discretionary  jurisdic- 
tion. That  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  countervail  the  defendant's 
oath  denying  that  he  had  actual  notice  of  the  alleged  agreement,  and  that  it 
was  a  case  in  which  specific  performance  would  inflict  a  grievous  hardship 
upon  the  defendant  without  any  benefit  to  the  plaintiff  which  he  had  a  right 
to  expect,  and  without  the  plaintiff  having  any  equity  which  the  court  was 
bound  to  respect. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
failed  to  establish  the  agreement  alleged  in  his  bill,  ofwhich  he  sought  specific 
performance,  and  upon  which  he  rested  his  application  for  the  interference 
in  his  favor  of  the  equitable  jurisdiction  which  he  evoked.  That  if  the 
plaintiff  contended  that  the  evidence  established  that  William  Stewart  and 
Eealey  agreed  upon  and  adopted  as  the  boundary  line  between  them  the  line 
which  Swalwell  had  surveyed,  and  tl^t  for  this  purpose  and  to  give  effect 
to  this  agreement  they  signed  the  map,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  such  agree- 
ment and  in  adoption  of  this  line  as  the  boundary  line  between  them  they 
mov^ed  their  fences  to  conform  to  the  agreement  and  occupied  up  to  such 
fenoeo  nntil  after  the  death  of  Stewart  when  the  defendant  entered  updh  the 
possession  then  held  by  the  devisee,  then  the  case  made,  assuming  the  com- 
pletion of  the  agreement  and  presenting  a  purely  legal  claim,  and  the  bill 
havmg  been  filed  before  the  Administration  of  Justice  Act,  the  Court  of 
Chancery  would  have  no  jurisdiction. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Stewart  t.  Lee8.-10th  April,  1880. 
Bribery. 

See  ELECTION. 
Bridge— Liability  of  municipal  oorporation  for  defect  in. 

See  CORPORATIONS  19. 
2.  Powers  of  bridge  company— Impeding  navigation. 

See  NAVIGATION  3. 

British  North  America  Act,  1867. 

Se«  FISHERIES. 
"  HARBOR. 
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British  North  America  Act,  1867— Continned. 

See  LEGISLATURE. 
«  PARLIAMENT  OP  CANADA. 
'•  PETITION  OF  RIGHT. 

Building  Society. 

See  CORPORATIONS  17. 
By-Law— Imposing  lioense  tax  on  merchants,  traders,  &o. 
See  LICENSE  1. 

2.  Of  oitj  of  St.  John— Boilding  ei'eoted  in  violation  of. 

See  CONTRACT  4,  20. 

3.  Mnntclpal,  validity  of-Orant  of  bonun  to  rallwajr  company  by-Remedy 
—Action  at  law— MandamuR-.»i  Tie.  eta.  48  (O.),  construction  of. 

By  18  Vic.  ch.  33,  the  Grand  Junction  Railway  Co.  was  amalgamated 
with  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  of  Canada.  The  former  railway  not  having 
been  built  within  the  time  directed,  its  charter  expired.  In  May,  1870,  an 
Act  was  passed  by  the  Dominion  Parliament  to  revive  the  charter  of  the 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Co.,  but  gave  it  a  slightly  different  name,  and 
made  some  changes  in  the  charter.  After  this,  in  1870,  a  by-law  to  aid  the 
company  by  $76,000  was  introduced  into  the  county  council  of  Peterborough. 
This  by-law  was  read  twice  only,  and,  although  m  the  by-law  it  was  set  out 
and  declared  that  the  ratepayers  should  vote  on  said  proposed  by-law  on 
the  16th  November,  it  was  on  the  23rd  November  that  the  ratepayers  voted 
on  a  by-law  to  grant  a  bonus  to  the  appellant  company,  constmotion  of  the 
road  to  be  commenced  before  the  1st  May,  1872.  At  the  time  when  the 
voting  took  place  on  the  by  law,  there  was  no  power  in  the  municipality  to 
grant  a  bonus.  On  the  16th  February,  1871,  the  Act  34  Vic.  ch.  48  (0.)  was 
passed,  which  declared  the  by-law  as  valid  as  if  it  had  been  read  a  thmi 
tune,  and  that  it  should  be  legal  and  binding  on  all  persons  as  if  it  had  been 
passed  after  the  Act.  On  the  same  day  of  the  same  year  ch.  30  was  passed, 
giving  power  to  municipalities  to  aid  railways  by  granting  bonuses.  In  1874 
the  37  Vic.  oh.  43  (0.)  was  passed,  amending  and  consoUdatmg  the  Acts 
relating  to  the  company.  In  J  871  the  company  notified  the  councU  to  send 
the  debentures  to  the  trustees  who  had  been  appdinted  under  34  Vic.  oh.  48 
(0).  In  1872  the  council  served  formal  notice  on  the  company,  repudiating 
aU  UabiUty  under  the  alleged  by-law.  Work  had  been  commenced  in  1872, 
and  tune  for  completion  was  extended  by  39  Vic.  ch.  71  (O).  No  sum  for 
mterestor  staking  fund  had  been  collected  by  the  corporation  of  the  county 
of  Peterborough,  and  no  demand  was  made  for  the  debentures  until  1879, 
when  the  company  applied  for  a  mandamus  to  issue  and  deliver  them  to 
the  trustees. 

Held,  aflarming  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  that  the  effect  of  the 
statute  34  Vic,  ch.  48  (0.),  apart  from  any  effect  it  might  have  of  recognizing 
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the  existence  of  the  railway  company,  was  not  to  legalize  the  by-law  in  favor 
of  the  company,  but  was  merely  to  make  the  bylaw  as  valid  as  if  it  had 
been  read  a  third  time,  and  as  if  the  municipality  had  had  power  to  give  a 
bonus  to  the  company,  and,  there  being  certain  other  defects  in  the  said 
bylaw  not  cured  by  the  said  statute,  the  appellants  could  not  recover  the 
bonus  from  the  defendants. 

Per  Qwynne  J.,  Foumier  and  Tasohereau  JJ.  concurring.— As  the  imder- 
taking  entered  into  by  the  municipal  corporation  contained  in  by-law  for 
granting  boniises  to  railway  companies,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  entered 
into  with  the  company  for  the  delivery  to  it  of  debentures  upon  conditions 
k  stated  in  the  by-law,  the  only  way  in  Ontario  in  which  delivery  to  trustees 
on  behalf  of  the  company  can  be  enforced,  before  the  company  shall  have 
acquired  a  right  to  the  actual  receipt  and  benefit  of  them  by  fulfilment  of 
the  conditions  prescribed  in  the  by-law,  is  by  an  action  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statutes  in  force  then  regulating  the  proceedings  in  actions,  and  not 
■  by  summary  process  by  motion  for  the  old  prerogative  writ  of  numdamui 
which  the  writ  of  the  mandamus  obtainable  on  motion  without  action  still  is. 

Per  Henry  J—That  if  appellants  had  made  out  a  right  to  file  a  bill  to 
,    enforce  the  performance  of  a  contract  ratified  by  the  Legislature,  they  would 
not  have  the  ri^t  to  ask  for  the  present  writ  of  mandamu$. 
The  Grand  Janction  Railway  Co.  t.  The  Corporation  of  Peterborough -viii.  76. 

4.  Manioipal—  G-aaranteeing  cost  of  expropriation — Invalid . 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  18. 

5.  Of  Synod,  altering  dlBposition  of  commutation  fand. 

See  COMMUTATION  FUND. 

6.  Of  oitj  of  Qoebeo— Imposing  license  fee  on  transient  traders. 

See  LICENSE  7, 

Calls— Action  for. 

See  CORPORATIONS  9. 

Canada— Oalling  Timber  under  license  from  old  Province  of— Dispute 
with  New  Brunswick— Order  in  Council  of  Dominion  Government- 
Petition  of  Right  by  Licensee. 

5ce  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  20. 

Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878— Gonstitationaiity  of. 

See  PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  5. 
2.  Conviction  by  J.  P. — For  Selling  contrary  to  provisions  of— Bemoval 
by  certiorari  into  Q.  B.  Man. — No  appeal. 

.     See  JURISDICTION  33. 
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3.  C«««  referred  by  Governor  in  Council— Notice  required  by  sec.  6— Deposit 
of  In  Odice  of  BeylMilrar. 

8eo.  6  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,  provides  that  the  notice 

required  by  section  5,  to  be  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  desire  of 

the  signers  that  the  votes  of  the  electors  be  taken  for  or  against  the  adoption 

of  the  petition  must  be  deposited  in /the  office  of  the  sheriff  or  registrar  of 

deeds  of  or  in  the  county  for  public  examination,  and  evidence  of  such 

deposit  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  with  notice  prescribed  in  section  5. 

In  the  case  of  the  county  of  Perth,  the  notice  was  deposited  with  the 

•  registrar  of  the  north  riding  only.  Thereupon  a  petition  was  sent  to  the 
Government  praying  that  under  these  circumstances  no  proclamation 
under  section  7  should  be  issued  by  the  Governor  General  in  Council.  The 
Governor  General  in  Council  thereupon  referred  the  following  case  to  the 
Supreme  Cotu-t : — 

There  are  two  registrars  of  deeds  for  the  county  of  Perth,  in  the  pro- 
vince  of  Ontario— one  for  the  north  riding,  with  an  office  at  Stratford,  and 
one  for  the  south  riding,  with  an  office  at  St.  Mary's.  With  a  notice  and 
petition  for  brmging  the  second  part  of  "The  Canada  Temperance  Act, 
1878,"  into  force  in  the  said  county,  there  was  listid  before  the  Secretary  of 
State  evidence  that  such  notice  and  petition  was  deposited,  for  the  purpose 
and  time  required,  in  the  office  of  the  Registrar  of  deeds  for  the  North 
Riding  of  the  said  county. 

Is  that  a  compliance,  in  that  respect,  with  the  requirements  of  the  sixth 
section  of  the  said  Act? 

Ritchie  CSJ.  in  giving  judgment  said,  that  in  such  an  important  matter, 
involving  the  right  of  a  certain  class  of  persons,  it  was  important  that  every 
provision  of  the  law  should  be  strictly  complied  with.  This,  he  held,  had 
not  been  done.  The  petition  might  have  been  deposited  either  in  the 
sheriffs  office  or  in  both  the  registry  offices.  He  held  that  the  filing  in  the 
one  registry  office  was  insufficient. 

Strong  J.  said  there  could  be  only  one  construction  of  the  Act,  and  no 
argument  could  be  advanced  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  filing.  He  was 
only  surprised  that  it  had  been  found  necessary  to  resort  to  this  Court  to 
obtain  a  decision  upon  such  a  question. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 
In  re  Oftn.  Temperance  Act,  '78,  and  Co.  Perth  (90  O.I.J.  375)-38th  Oct.  '84 . 

•  CMC  referred  by  Oovernor  Seneral  In  Council— Petition  for  brlnylnv 
second  part  of  Act  Into  force— Bl«nstorleB-WitbdrMwnl  of  names  by. 

A  certain  number  ot  electors  of  the  county  of  Kent,  in  the  province  of 
Ontario,  having  signed  a  notioe  and  petition  under  the  provisions  of  "The 
Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,"  bringing  into  force  in  the  said  county  of 

4i 
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the  second  part  of  the  said  Act,  and  the  said  notice  and  petition  having  been 
laid  before  the  Secretary  of  State  with  evidence  of  compliance  by  the  peti- 
tioners with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  Act,  but  before  being  submit- 
ted to  the  Governor  General  in  council  in  the  view  to  the  issuing  of  a  procla- 
mation under  the  7th  sec.  of  the  Act,  some  of  the  signatories  have  iMd  before 
the  Secretry  of  State,  a  petition  asking  to  withdraw  their  names  from  the 
said  petition.     Have  they  a  right  to  so  withdraw  their  names  ? 

Opinion— The  said  signatories  to  the  said  petition,  signed  under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Act  for  bringing  into  force  in  the  said  county  the 
second  part  of  the  said  Act,  have  not,  under  the  circumstances  set  forth  in 
the  said  question,  the  right  to  withdraw  their  acknowledged  and  deliberate 
signatures,  or  to  have  the  same  withdrawn  from  the  said  petition. 
In  re  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,  and  The  Ooonty  of  Kent~12th  Kot.  1884. 

5 .  Canada  Temperance  Act,  sec .  107— Appropriation  of  penalties  for  eoBtva* 
▼entlon  of-81  Tic.  eh.  1  sec.  7  snlMsec.  92  (Interpretation  Act)— Appll* 
cable  to  Statntea  relating  to  P.  K.  I. 

Heldr-31  Vic.  ch.  1  sec.  7  sub  sec.  22  (Interpretation  Act),  does  not 
apply  to  penalties  imposed  under  the  Canada  Temperance  Act.  The  second 
part  of  such  sub-section  refers  only  to  appropriation  of  penalties  imposed 
under  the  provisions  of  the  first  part,  relating  to  the  mode  of  recovering 
penalties  where  no  such  mode  is  given  in  the  Act  contravened,  and  as  section 
107  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  provides  for  the  prosecution  of  offences 
in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  relating  to  the  duties  of  justices  of  the 
peace  out  of  session,  and  for  such  purposes  incorporates  the  necessary  parti 
of  the  latter  Act  in  itself,  thus  providing  a  mode  for  the  recovery  of  penal- 
ties under  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  the  sub-section  22  aforesaid  has  no 
application. 

The  penalties  imposed  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Canada  Tem- 
perance Act  should  therefore  go  to  the  Crown,  as  in  oases  under  the 
said  Act  relating  to  the  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  out  of  session,  which 
makes  no  specific  appropriation  of  penalties  imposed  under  it.  (Bitchie  C. 
J.  dubitante.) 

The  Interpretation  Act,  31  Vic.  ch.  1,  applies  to  statutes  of  the  Dominion 
relating  to  Prince  Edward  Island,  whether  such  statutes  were  passed  before 
or  after  the  admission  of  the  island  into  the  Dominion. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Fitzgerald  V.  McKtnlay-29nd  Jane,  189S. 

6.  Justices  of  tlie  Peace— Conviction -Canada  Temperance  Act,   IS78»  MC- 

105— AiNience— Wrongful  arrest— Jnstifleatlon. 

A.  and  B.,  justices  of  the  peace  for  King's  county,  were  sued  for  issuini 
a  warrant  of  commitment  under  which  B.  (appellant)  was  imprisoned. 
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The  facts,  as  proved  at  the  trial,  were  as  follows :  A  prosecution  under 
the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,  was  commenced  by  two  justices,  A.  and 
B.,  and  a  summons  issued.  On  the  return  of  the  summons,  on  the  application 
of  the  defendant,  A.  and  B.  were  served  with  a  subpoena,  to  give  evidence 
for  the  defendant  on  the  hearing;  whereupon  two  other  justices  (the  respon- 
dents) at  the  request  of  A. and  B.  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  105  of  the  Act, 
heard  the  case  and  convicted  the  appellant,  A.  and  B.,  though  present  in 
the  court  room  as  witnesses,  took  no  part  in  the  proceedings. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  ordered  a  non-suit  to  be  entered. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ.  dissenting,  that,  as  the 
conviction  was  good  on  its  face,  until  set  aside  it  was  a  justification  for  res< 
pondents  for  anything  done  under  it.  Held,  also,  that  upon  the  facts  dis- 
closed A.  and  B.  were  "  absent,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  103  of  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878. 

Appeal  dismissea  with  costs. 

Byrne  v.  Ariiold«— 22nd  June^  1885. 

7.  Seratlny -Powers  of  County  Juvlce. 

Held,  that  a  judge  of  the  County  Court,  on  holding  a  scrutiny  of  votes  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  ctui  only  determine  which  side 
has  a  majority  of  the  votes  polled,  by  inspection  of  the  ballots,  and  has  no 
power  to  enquire  into  corrupt  acts,  such  as  bribery,  etc.,  which  might  avoid 
the  election  (Henry  J.  dubitante). 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Chapman  v.  Band  (22  C.  L.  J.  18.)-16tli  November,  1885. 
Candidate. 

See  ELECrriON. 

Capias— Affidavit-Art.  798  C.  C.  P. -Want   of  rMMonable   and   probable 
cause— Damages . 

S.,  a  debtor  resident  in  Ontario,  being  on  the  eve  of  departure  for  a  trip 
to  Europe,  passed  through  the  city  of  Montreal,  and  while  there  refused  to 
make  a  settlement  of  an  overdue  debt  with  his  creditors,  McE.  et  a/.,  who 
bad  instituted  legal  proceedings  in  Ontario  to  reviover  their  debt,  which  pro- 
ceedings were  still  pending.  McE.  et  al.  therviupon  caused  him  to  be 
arrested,  and  S.  paid  the  debt.  Subsequently  S.  claimed  damages  from 
McE.  et  al.  for  the  malicious  issue  and  execution  of  the  writ  of  capias.  McE. 
et  al.,  the  respondents,  on  appeal,  relied  on  a  plea  of  justification,  alleging 
that  when  they  arrested  the  appellant  they  acted  with  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause.  In  his  affidavit,  the  reasons  given  by  the  deponent  McE.,  one 
of  the  defendants,  for  his  belief  that  the  appellant  was  about  to  leave  the 
Province  of  Canada  were  as  follows : — ^"Tba^  ICr.  P.|  ^he  deponent's  partner, 
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was  infonned  last  night  in  Toronto  by  one  H.,  a  broker,  that  the  laid  W.J.  8. 

was  leaving  immediately  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  to  oroas  over  the  sea  for 

Europe  or  parts  unknown,  and  defendant  was  himself  informed,  this  day,  by 

J.  R.,  broker,  of  the  said  W.  J.  S.'s  departure  (or  Europe  and  other  places." 

The  appellant  8.  was  carrying  on  business  as  wholesale  grocer  at  Toronto^  and 

was  leaving  with  his  son  for  the  Paris  Exhibition,  and  there  was  evidence 

that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  crossing  almost  every  year,  and  that  his  banker 

and  all  his  business  friends  knew  that  he  was  only  leaving  for  a  trip ;  and 

there  was  no  evidence  that  the  deponent  had  been  infonned  that  appellant 

was  leaving  with  intent  to  defraud.    There  was  also  evidence  given  by  MoE., 

that  after  the  issue  of  the  capiaa,  but  before  its  execution,  the  deponent 

asked  plaintiff  for  the  payment  of  what  was  due  him,  and  that  plaintiff 

answered  him  "  that  S.  would  not  pay  him,  that  he  might  get  his  money  the 

best  way  he  could." 

Held,  that  the  affidavit  was  defective,  there  being  no  sufficient  reasonable 

and  probable  cause  stated  for  believing  that  the  debtor  was  leaving  with 

intent  to  defraud  his  creditors ;  and  that  the  evidence  showed  the  respondent 

had  no  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  issuing  the  writ  of  eapUu  m 

question. 

Shaw  V.  HcKenile.--Tl,  181. 

Carriors — Liability  of  railway  company  aa. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  6. 
2.  Crown  not  liable  as  a  common  carrier. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  10, 11. 

Certiorari— Writ  of. 

See  PRACTICE. 
«  HABEAS  CORPUS  3. 
Certificate  of  Engineer— When  necessary  as  condition  precedent  to 
recovery  for  extra  work. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1,  2,  8. 

2.  Condition  precedent  to  issue  of  bonds. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  9. 

3.  Whether  a  progress  or  final  estimate. 

See  CONTRACT  9. 

Cestui  Que  Trust 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  5. 

Chancery,  Court  of. 

See  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 

Charter  Party. 

Sec  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  4,  8. 
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Charitable  Trust— Orant  to  TownaUlp  or  I^iad  for  «ehool-Cta«rltabl« 
Tm«t-A«eopUuiee  of  bjr  Trnstoea—DlaeretloB  of  Truatecs— Doctrtne  of 
Cj  pre*. 

By  the  patent  or  grant  of  the  township  of  (TornwallU,  in  King's  county 

If.  S.,  made  in  1761,  four  hundred  aorea  of  land  were  declared  to  be  "  for 
the  school."  By  a  subsequent  grant  from  the  Grown  in  1790,  the  said  four 
hundred  acres  were  declared  to  be  vested  in  the  rector  and  wardens  by 
name  of  the  church  of  St.  John  in  the  said  township,  and  the  rector  and 
wardens  of  the  said  church  for  the  time  being,  in  special  trust,  to  and  for 
the  use  of  one  or  more  school  or  schools,  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  by 
the  said  trustees,  for  the  conveniency  and  benefit  of  all  the  inhabitants,  of 
the  said  township  of  Comwallis,  and  in  trust  that  all  schools  in  said  town- 
ship furnished  or  supplied  with  masters  qualified,  agreeable  to  the  laws  of 
this  provmce,  and  contracted  with  for  a  term  not  less  than  one  whole  year, 
shall  be  entitled  to  an  equal  share  or  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits 
arising  from  said  school  lands,  provided  the  masters  or  teachers  thereof, 
shall  receive  and  instruct  free  of  expense,  such  poor  children  as  may  be 
sent  them  by  the  said  trustees.  There  were  no  words  in  the  last  mentioned 
grant  which  would  make  the  estate  thereby  conveyed  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance. The  grantees  took  possession  of  the  land  mentioned  in  said  grant, 
and  they  and  their  successors  in  office  have  ever  since  remained  in  posses- 
sion of  it ;  and  until  the  year  1873,  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  such 
land,  were  distributed  among  the  schools  of  said  township,  and  poor  child- 
ren sent  by  the  trustees  to,  and  educated  in  said  schools  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  trust. 

In  1873,  however,  the  then  trustees  discontinued  such  distribution,^  and 
allowed  the  funds  realized  from  said  lands  to  accumulate,  the  reason  alleged 
therefor  being,  that  the  schools  of  the  township  had  become  so  numerous 
that  the  sum  apportioned  to  each  would  be  too  small  to  be  of  use,  and  also 
that  under  the  ftee  school  system  all  the  poor  children  of  the  township  were 
educated  free  of  expense,  and  the  object  for  which  such  funds  had  previ- 
ously been  supplied  no  longer  existed.  <,'.>;;,). -J  in.':     ■./.If:' 

llie  present  defendants  were  invested  with  the  said  trust  in  1879,  when 
the  revenue  of  the  said  lands  had  accumulated  until  they  amounted  to  over 
'  $1,200.  Shortly  after  they  became  such  trustees  it  was  determined  to  build 
a  school  house  in  a  certain  district  in  the  said  township  with  the  money. 
A  meeting  of  the  vestry  of  the  ohurch  was  held,  and  a  resolution  passed 
authorizing  such  schoolhouse  to  be  built  on  land  leased  from  the  church. 
The  school  was  to  be  non-sectarian,  but  after  school  hours  any  of  the  child- 
ren that  wished  could  receive  instruction  in  the  doctrines  of  the  church  of 
England. 

■-'.'  -!•■'•■'  '-'■'>  ji;,> -,:';■  ,^;i  iU'*H'i>  ii- ii.uv.ui  ;.•- •  ■''St^}' .[• 
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On  »  suit  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  luing  the  trust  funds  to  build 
such  sohoolhouse,  and  praying  for  an  acoount,  Held»  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  and  restoring  that  of  the  court 
of  first  instance,  that  the  trustees  had  no  discretion  as  to  the  application  of 
the  trust  funds,  but  were  bound  to  distribute  them  among  all  the  schools  of 
the  township,  which  would  be  entitled  to  participate  under  the  terms  of  the 
trust,  however  wanting  in  utility  such  a  disposition  of  said  funds  might  be. 

Held)  Also,  that  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  words  of  inheritance  in 
the  grant,  it  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  this  suit  that  tho  defendants 
had  acted  as  trustees. 

Held,  also,  that  the  attorney  general  of  the  province  was  the  proper  per- 
son to  bring  this  suit. 

Per  Strong  J.— Under  the  doctrine  of  cy  pres,  a  referenoe  might  be  made 
to  the  master,  to  report  a  scheme  for  the  future  administration  of  the 
charity. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs.  , 

Attorney  General  v.  Axford-iath  May,  1885. 

Chattel  Mortgage— PMBlnc  after  acquired  praperSy-Partnn  se^nitar 
v«nSreiB— Movas  actus  Intervenlens— Trover  against  sliertir. 

The  plaintilfs  were  the  grantees  and  one  Hackett  the  grantor  in  a  bill 
of  sale,  by  way  of  mortgage,  which  conveyed  among  other  property  a 
certain  mare.  In  the  mortgage  there  was  a  proviso  that  until  default 
Hackett  might  remain  in  possession  of  all  the  property  mortgaged,  but  with 
full  power  to  the  plaintifts,  in  defkult  of  payment,  to  take  possession  and 
(dispose  of  the  property  as  they  should  see  fit.  After  default  in  payment  of 
principal  and  interest  the  mare  dropped  a  foal.  7his  foal,  together  with  a 
horse,  also  in  possession  of  Hackett,  were  seized  by  defendant  (sherifiT) 
under  an  execution  against  Hackett. 

On  appeal  firom  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  (see  4  Pugs.  & 
Bur.  246)  Held*  that  the  foal,  Iiaving  been  dropped  while  plaiuti£fs  were 
owners  and  entitled  to  possession  of  the  mare,  wa3  their  property — partua 
aequitur  venirem. 
t  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Temple  t.  VlcholBon.-3rd  March,  1881. 
2.  BighlB  of  the  Crown  as  against  mortgagee  for  slidage  dues. 
Sm  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  18. 

3*  acenrlty  far  after  arq«lre4  pk'oparty— Af  reemeat  not  to  reclster— Aaalfn* 
■MOt  in  trust  by  mortvavor— Legal  title  of  trustee  In  goods  mortgagfld 
—Equitable  title  of  ntortgagee— Priority. 

In  May,  18S0,  the  defendant  Davidson,  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  sum  of  |8,000,  gave  them  a  chattel  mortgage  op  all  his  stock  in  trade, 
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oluttels  and  effects  then  being  in  the  store  of  the  said  defendant,  Davidson, 
on  Granville  street,  in  the  city  of  Halifax ;  and  by  the  said  mortgage  the 
said  defendant  further  agreed  to  convey  to  the  plaintiffs  all  stock  which 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  indebtedness  he  might  purchase  for  the 
purpose  of  substituting  in  place  of  stock  then  owned  by  him  in  connection 
with  his  said  business.  Thet«)  goods  were  never  so  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs. 
By  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  the  debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs  was  to  be  paid 
in  three  years,  in  twelve  equal  instalments  at  specified  times,  and  if  any 
instalment  should  be  unpaid  for  fifteen  days  after  becoming  due,  the  whole 
amount  then  due  the  plaintiffs  would  become  immediately  payable,  and 
they  oonld  take  possession  of  and  sell  the  said  mortgaged  goods.  It  was 
further  agreed  between  the  said  defendant  and  the  plaintifls  that  to  save  the 
business  credit  of  Davidson  the  said  mortgage  was  not  to  be  filed  and  was 
to  be  kept  secret ;  and  it  was  not  filed  until  Deo.  12th,  1881.  (tn  the  13th 
Dec,  1881,  Davidson  made  an  assignment  of  all  his  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  the  defendant  Forsyth  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  (Davidson's) 
creditors,  and  such  trust  deed  was  executed  by  Davidson,  Forsyth,  and  one 
of  Davidson's  creditors,  and  subsequently  by  a  number  of  other  creditors. 
At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  deed  Forsyth  had  no  notice  of  the 
mortgage  to  the  plaintiffs.  Forsyth  took  possession  of  the  goods  in  the 
store  on  Granville  street  and  refused  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  who 
I  demanded  them  on  December  14th,  default  having  been  made  in  the  pay- 
ments under  the  mortgage,  and  the  plaintiffs  brought  this  suit  for  the 
recovery  of  the  goods  and  an  account.  Previous  to  the  suit  being  com- 
menced the  defendant  Forsyth  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  a  small  portion  of 
the  goods  in  the  store,  which,  as  be  alleged,  were  all  that  remained  from 
the  stock  on  the  premises  in  May,  1880. 

Held,  a£Snuing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Sootii^ 
Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  legal  title  to  the  property  vested  in  the  defen- 
dant must  prevail,  the  plaintiffs'  title  being  merely  equitable  and  the  equities 
between  the  parties  being  equal. 

Per  Bitohie  CJ. — While  the  arrangement  not  to  register  the  deed  and 
keeping  the  same  secret,  thereby  enabling  Davidson  to  obtain  credit  as  the 
ostensible  owner  of  the  stock  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  with 
the  stipulation  that  he  should  convey  all  goods  subsequently  purchased  on 
the  strength  of  such  credit  to  the  plaintiffs,  was  a  transaction,  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  of  a  most  questionable  character,  it  cannot  be  disputed  under 
the  evidence  that  the  deed  of  the  13th  December  was  a  bond  fide  transaction 
on  the  part  of  Forsyth,  Fordham,and  the  other  creditors  oi  Davidson,  without 
notice  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage,  or  any  notice  whatever  of  any  claim 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  thereunder. 
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The  question  raUed  is  not  between  plaintiflg  and  Davidson,  but  between 
plaintiffs  and  Forsyth  as  trustee,  and  Fordham  and  the  other  creditors  of 
Davidson,  and,  in  fact,  a  simple  question  as  to  which  sliall  have  priority,  the 
creditors  under  the  mortgage,  or  the  creditors  under  the  assignment  to 
Forsyth.  By  the  mere  agreement  of  the  deed  of  the  Hth  May,  1880,  to  convey 
all  stock  Davidson  might  purchase,  no  property  or  title  in  any  such  goods 
passed  to  plaintiff.  But  by  the  deed  of  the  13th  December,  1881,  the  title 
and  the  property  in  these  goods,  then  in  the  possession  of  Davidson,  vested 
absolutely  in  Forsyth,  and  Fordham,  a  creditor,  being  a  party  to  the  deed, 
the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  truat  was  established  between  Forsyth 
and  Fordham  and  the  other  creditors  of  Davidson,  whereby  Fordham  and 
the  other  creditors  obtained  a  beneficial  interest  under  it.  As  soon  as  Ford- 
ham signed  the  deed,  Forsyth  ceased  to  be  a  mere  mandatory  of  Davidson, 
but  an  onerous  trust  was  imposed  on  him  creating  a  duty  to  the  creditors 
which  he  could  not  cast  off.  This  relation  being  established,  it  was  a  con- 
sideration for  the  deed,  which  was  no  longer  voluntary.  (Harlana  v.  Binks, 
15  Q.  B.  718.)  Therefore  the  plaintiff,  having  only  an  equitable  title  and  the 
defendant  a  legal  title  without  notice,  the  legal  title  must  prevalL  The  case 
is  governed  in  principle  by  Joseph  v.  Lyons,  33  W.  R.  146.  See  also  Halloa 
v.  Bobinson,  32  W.  B.  426. 

Per  Henry  J.— There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion 

that  McAllister  ought  not  to  profit  by-  on  arrangement  intended  obviously 

for  his  own  benefit,  to  enable  Davidson  by  false  pretences  to  obtain  further 

credit  from  parties  outside.    The  second  bill  of  sale  was  one  which  the  statute 

of  Nova  Scotia  was  intended  to  prevent.    But  the  law  in  relation  to  the 

transaction  was  properly  luddown  by  the  Chief  Justice  and  sustained  by  the 

case  he  referred  to. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

McAllister  v.  Forsytb.-l^th  May,  1885. 

4.  Insafliclent  deitcrlptlon  of  goodB— €on«.  Stats.  Han.  ch.  49  sec.  S. 

One  Louisa  Black  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  14,000,  or 
thereabouts,  and  to  secure  the  debt  gave  the  plaintiffs  a  chattel  mortgage  on 
her  stock  in  trade.  In  such  mortgage  the  goods  were  described  as  "  all  and 
singular  the  goods,  chattels,  furniture,  and  household  stuff  hereinafter  parti- 
cularly mentioned  and  described,  and  particularly  mentioned  and  described 
in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed  marked  A,  all  of  which  goods  and  chattels 
are  now  situate  and  lying  on  the  premises  situate  in  a  building  on  the  east 
side  of  Main  street  in  the  city  of  Winnipeg  on  the  Grace  Church  property, 
.  and  now  being  occupied  by  the  said  Louisa  Black  as  a  millinery  store  and 
dwelling,  which  said  building  may  be  more  particularly  known  as  number 
two  hundred  and  ninety-one  (291)  Main  street,  in  the  said  city  of  Winnipeg." 
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The  Bohedule  woi  merely  a  list  of  the  various  artiolea,  m  m>  many  yards  of 
ribbon,  or  cloth,  with  the  price  opposite  each  item.  In  many  instances 
articles  were  mentioned  with  figures  before  them  and  figures  after  them,  so 
tliat  only  a  person  acquainted  with  the  character  of  the  goods  could  tell  any 
thing  about  the  quantities.  The  defendants  were  also  creditors  of  the  said 
Louisa  Black  and  having  obtained  judgment  on  their  respective  debts,issued 
executions  under  which  the  sheriff  seized  the  goods  on  the  said  premises, 
No.  201,  Main  street.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  the  goods  seized  belonged 
to  them  under  the  aaid  chattel  mortgage  and  the  title  to  them  was  tried 
before  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Manitoba,  in 
chambers,  when  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants,  the  Chief  Justice 
holding  the  chattel  mortgage  void,  both  under  the  statute  of  Eliz.,  and 
under  ch.  49  of  the  Consolidated  Statutf.s  of  Manitoba.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  refused  to  set  this  judgment  as'.de. 

On  appeal  to  the  Idupreme  Court,  of  Canada  it  was  Held,  affirming  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below.  Strong  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the 
description  of  the  goods  was  not  such  that  they  might  be  readily  and  easily 
distinguished,  and  the  mortgage  was  therefore  void  against  the  execution 
creditors. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J. — ^The  learned  Chief  Justice  who  heard  this  matter  in 
the  first  instance,  and  the  full  Court  on  motion  to  set  aside  the  decision  of 
the  Chief  Justice,  concurred  in  the  holding  that  the  description  of  the  goods, 
with  the  exception  of  a  very  few  insignificant  items,  does  not  contain  the 
sufficient  and  full  description  of  the  goods  that  they  may  be  easily  and 
readily  distinguished,  and  on  that  account  is  void.  If  it'  were  necessary  to 
distinguish  the  items  which  comply  with  that  section,  they  would  be  found  few 
in  number  and  insignificant  in  value,  and  therefore  they  held  the  chattel 
mortgage  void.  By  the  49  Con.  Stats.  Man.  1880,  sec.  5,  "  All  the  instruments 
"mentioned  in  this  Act,  whether  for  the  sale  or  mortgage  of  goods  and 
"  chattels,  shall  contain  such  sufficient  and  full  description  thereof  that  the 
"  same  may  be  thereby  readily  and  easily  known  and  distinguished." 

If  from  the  description  given  the  articles  cannot  be  readily  and  easily 
known  and  distinguished,  it  is  clear  the  statute  has  not  been  complied 
with.  I  do  not  think  the  Legislature  intended  to  confine  this  description 
to  the  parties  by  whom  it  was  prepared  as  between  themselves  alone,  but 
the  description  was  to  enable  the  property  to  be  identified  as  against  third 
parties,  creditors  or  others,  claiming  an  interest  in  the  property  ;  this  need 
not  be  such  a  description  as  that  with  the  deed  in  hand  without  other 
enquiry  the  property  could  be  identified,  but  there  must,  in  my  opinion,  be 
such  material  on  the  face  of  the  mortgage  as  would  indicate  how  the  pro- 
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perty  may  be  identified  if  proper  inquirioa  are  institutecl ;  as,  for  inatanoe, 
"  all  the  property  now  in  a  certain  shop,  etc." 

la  the  pro])ertY  then,  in  thia  case,  deaoribed  with  autfioient  certainty  to 
enable  it  to  be  diatinguiahed  and  identified  ? 

It  may  have  been  the  intention  to  convey  all  the  goods  in  the  atore,  but 
the  mortgage  doea  not  aay  ao,  nor  ia  there  any  evidence  to  ahow  the  gooda 
named  in  the  aohedule  were  the  only  gooJa  of  that  description  in  the  atore, 
or  what  were  the  exact  gooda  in  the  atore. 

If  we  take  the  largeat  itema  in  the  schedule  I  can  diacover  nothing  in 
the  deaoription  to  guide  any  one  in  knowing  or  diatinguiahing  thom. 

When  we  come  to  examine  the  evidence  in  the  oaae  the  insuflSoienoy  of 
the  description  would  seem  to  be  made  very  apparent. 

Dorritt,  the  agent  for  the  claimanta,  who  obtained  the  mortgage  says : 
"  Item  one  (of  chattel  mortgage)  means  22  dos.  Spanish  uei,  means  22  dos. 
yards  Spanish  net ;  the  price  shows  it  is  per  dozen  jrarda ;  the  next  item,  20 
Spanish  net,  40  $8 ;  this  means  20  yards  Spanish  net ;  I  know  by  the  price 
thia  meana  yarda,  and  not  dozen  yards ;  it  would  require  a  knowledge  of 
business  to  understand  the  quantities  and  qualities  of  the  articles ;  item  3  is 
37  Spanish  net,  65  (in  the  column  of  price),  means  37  yards  of  Spanish  net  at 
65c.  per  yard ;  the  schedule  is  such  as  would  be  sufficient  to  a  buainess  man 
having  a  knowledge  of  that  description  of  goods ;  it  would  be  difficult  to  a 
person  not  having  that  knowledge ;  the  mortgagor  would  show  it  and  the 
mortgagees  would  show  it ;  I  think  M:.  White  would  understand  it ;  but  one 
not  understanding  that  line,  it  might  be  difficult  for  such  a  person  to  under- 
stand it ;  it  was  prepared  by  my  going  to  the  place  and  taking  notes  of  the 
stock ;  I  got  some  of  the  prices  from  Mrs.  Black  ;  the  annexed  list  is  in  my 
writing  ;  Mrs.  Black  assisted  me  as  to  prices,  the  prices  in  wholesale  ;  I  got 
that  list  without  her  conctirrence,  and  the  prices  she  gave  me  on  my  asking 
for  them." 

And  again  on  cross  examination :  "  I  made  the  lists  from  mem.  I 
had  taken  in  Mrs.  Black's  store  from  time  to  time ;  I  did  not  measure 
any  of  the  pieces  in  the  store,  and  no  one  else  did  for  the  purposes  of 
this  schedule ;  the  lengths  I  got  from  looking  at  the  ends ;  they  gene- 
rally nm  from  9  to  18  yards  to  the  end ;  I  counted  the  ends  by  my  eye ; 
1  ran  my  eye  over  the  lot  in  my  mind ;  ribbons  not  all  taken  at  one 
timd;  I  may  have  counted  in  some  twice  or  may  have  left  out  some 
pieces ;  the  quantities  are  estimates  not  measurements,  and  number  of 
yards  also  and  quantity  may  be  more  or  less;  I  did'nt  thiuk  I  was  a  great, 
deal  out  in  my  estimate ;  the  prices  were  put  down  when  I  was  in  the  store ; 
I  put  them  down  in  the  warehouse,  the  retail  prices  in  figures,  and  the  cost 
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in  charactern,  and  the  rtivene  •oinetinieR ;  I  don't  know  how  the  ribbons 
were  marki>d.  'I'he  Hrtt  item  on  page  three — 22  Spanish  net,  means  22 
yards,  not  22  doxen  yards." 

Mr.  Whitfl  referred  to  by  this  witness  is  called  and  he  says :  H.  D. 
White,  wholeitalo  milliner  Tor  eleven  yearn. 

"  LookH  ut  description  of  the  goods  in  ohattel  mortgage ;  it  does  not  con- 
tain such  BufHoient  and  full  description  of  the  goods  that  the  same  may  be 
thereby  readily  known  and  distinguished.  He  looks  at  the  mortgage— first 
it<>m,  2A0  yardn  ribbon,  lOo.  t2A ;  cannot  tell  what  color  or  quantity,  or 
quality;  the  quality  and  width  affect  the  price,  color  does  not;  the  price 
per  yard,  would  not  show  the  width,  quality  or  quantity  (or  color) :  rib- 
bons have  their  individual  number,  a  number  which  indicates  its  width,  and 
by  its  color  is  plain  ;  this  is  the  general  character  of  all  the  items  on  page 
one  ;  only  two  lines  in  writing  the  articles,  of  which  there  are  30,  must  be 
ascertained  by  evidence  outside  the  bill  of  sale  ;  first  item  on  page  three, 
this  might  mean  22  yards  or  22  dozen  yards  ;  there  are  some  .Spanish  nets 
at  the  prioe  of  12.75  per  yard,  and  also  $2.75  per  dozen  yards,  owing  to  width 
and  quality  ;  7  on  page  two ;  I  Icnow  what  tissue  is  ;  1  co'ild  not  pick  out 
the  tissue  in  the  store  from  the  description  given  ;  on  page  two,  the  last 
item,  this  might  be  yards,  it  is  a  matter  of  judgment  from  prices,  the  quan- 
tity would  be  too  large  for  pieces ;  it  is  set  down  at  50,  and  may  be  yards  or 
pieces,  I  should  think  yards  from  the  nature  of  her  business  ;  the  articles 
should  be  numbered ;  this  applies  to  all  the  articles  described  in  the 
schedules  excepting  some  on  the  last  page  ;  the  last  few  items  are  not  in  my 
line,  being  show  case,  mirror,  fixtures  and  carpet,  shop  fixtures  and  stands  ; 
the  schednle  generally  is  wanting  in  information ;  that  the  description  does 
not  give  such  description  by  which  they  can  be  easily  known,  they  could 
not  be  picked  out  in  a  store." 

Cross  examined — "  I  understand  the  blank  lines  on  the  first  page  to 
indicate  goods  of  the  same  character  in  the  written  words  above  them ;  this 
does  not  show  what  kind,  quality  or  colour,  and  the  first  six  lines  on  the 
second  page,  and  four  lines  on  the  third  page,  under  the  word  "  crimp,"  that 
means  crimp  crape ;  the  item  on  the  third  page  8  (blank)  under  "  braided 
dresses."  I  don't  think  that  means  "  eight  black  braided  dressee,"  for  the 
reason  that  Mrs.  Black's  business  would  not  enable  her  to  keep  those  8  and 
2  (10)  on  hand ;  also  fhnn  my  knowledge  of  her  stock ;  I  saw  coloured  braided 
dresses  there,  I  think  the  schedule  means  them ;  the  dresses  are  not  braided, 
it  is  the  trimmings ;  three  blank  lines  more  underlines ;  I  can  tell  whether 
coloured  black  or  white ;  I  don't  know  the  quantity  in  that  store  on  fourth 
page,  and  on  all  the  other  places  three  blank  lines  generally,  they  would 
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indicate  similar  articles  to  the  one  named  above.  On  page  two,  85  plush  and 
satin,  I  would  knowing  the  business  know  it  meant  yards,  but  a  stranger 
would  not ;  the  place  where  yards  is  written  is  of  assistance  to  me  in  inter- 
preting its  meaning.  On  page  three,  item  of  cream  silk,  wht.  snow  flake  and 
spt.  nets,  $300— too  indefinite  to  distinguish  them.  120  yards  gossamer  silk 
of  no  other  than  I  did  tell  it,  but  not  of  more  than  120  yards  would  put  to 
eight  or  ten  pieces ;  birds  ornaments,  twenty  birds,  $225,  that  may  mean 
birds  from  20c.  to  $10  each ;  each  stand  bore  its  own  box,  is  numbered,  and 
each  has  its  own  number,  $225." 

This  is  all  the  evidence  that  bears  on  the  description  of  the  goods,  and  I 
cannot  under  this  evidence  say  the  judges  in  the  court  below  were  wrong  in 
holding  that  there  had  not  been  a  compliance  with  sec.  5  ch.  49  of  the  C!ons. 
Stats.  Manitoba.  As  between  the  parties,  difficulty  may  not  be  likely  to 
arise,  but  the  statute  is  to  protect  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  from 
uncertainty  in  regard  to  identity.  If,  so,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  descrip- 
tion in  this  schedule,  if,  as  to  many  of  the  articles,  a  description  it  can  be 
called,  was  sufficient  and  full,  that  the  articles  proposed  to  be  conveyed 
could  thereby  be  readily  and  easily  distinguished.  The  statute  is  a  wise  one 
ana  should  be  so  construed  as  to  make  it  effectual. 

Foumier,  Taschereau  and  Qwynne  JJ.  concurred.  Strong  and  Henry 
JJ.  dissented. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

HcOall  T.  Wolff.-12th  Hay,  1885. 

5.  Mortgage  given  by  Insolvent  Company — Preference. 

See  FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE  4. 

6.  Condition  against  AssigDment  in  Policy  of  Insurance— Chattel  Mort- 
gage not  a  breach  of. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE  16. 
Church— St.  Andrews  Church,  Montreal. 
See  PEWHOLDER  1. 

2.  Defendant  sued  as  Trustee  of   Property  boIongiDg  to -Denial   of 
quality. 

-See  PETITORY  ACTION. 

3.  Church  rates—Action  for,  P.  Q.— Amount  under  $2,000— Not  appeal* 
alle. 

See  JURISDICTION  40. 

Circuit  Court,  P.Q. When  case  has  originated  in,  no  appeal  lies 

to  Supreme  Court. 

See  JURISDICTION  26. 
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See  INSUBANCE,  MARINE  8. 

Cobourg  Harbour  Works. 

See  ACCRETION  1. 

Code,  Civil,  of  Lower  Canada. 

See  AGREEMENT  7.    (Arts.  1966,  1969,  1970.) 

"  BANKS  AND  BANKING  4.    (Art.  1143.) 

"  COMMUNITY.     (Arts.  1760,  1265,  774.) 

"  CONTRACT  1.     (Arts.  1067,  1073, 1544.) 
"  "  26.    (Arts.  2260,  2261,  914.) 

«  DAMAGES  40.    (Arts.  1065,  1073, 1077, 1840,  1841.) 

«  DEED  3.    (Art.  970.) 

«  DONATION.    (Arts.  803, 1034.) 

"  INSOLVENCY  1.    (Arts.  993,  1033,  1035, 1040,  1981,  1982.) 

«  INSURANCE  8.    (Art.  2482.) 

«  JUDICIAL  AVOWAL.    (Art.  1243.) 

"  LAND.    (Arts.  2188,  2250,  2261,  2267.) 

"  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  4.    (Arts.  1054,  1627, 1629.) 

"  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION.    (Arts.  2262, 2267.) 

"  OPPOSITION.    (Arts.  1379, 2191.) 

"  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3.    (Arte.  2211,  2251,  2206.) 

«  PRESCRIPTION  1.    (Art.  2250.) 

«  PRO-TUTOR.    (Art  290  et  seq.) 

«  SALE  OF  GOODS  6.    (Art.  1235.) 
«  «         LANDS  2.     (Arts.  1022,  1067,  1536,  1537,  1638, 

1550,  1478.) 

"  SUCCESSION  1.    (Arts.  646,  650.) 

"  TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES  9.    (Arts.  1755,  2268.) 

"  WILL  8.  (Art.  889.) 
"        "       9.  (Art.  972.) 
"        "     10.  (Art.  2268.) 

Code,  Municipal,  Lower  Canada. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  12,  13.    (Art.  712,> 
"    PROHIBITION  1.    (Arts.  716,  746.) 

Code  of  Procedure,  Lower  Canada. 

See  ASSIGNMENT  6.    (Arts.  13  and  19.) 
«    CAPIAS.    (Art.  798.) 
"    CONTRACT  10.    (Arts.  345,  346.) 
"  "  12,  17.    (Arts.  228,  229.) 

"    DAMAGES  30.    (Art.  120.)  '       " 

"    DIVORCE.    (Art.  14.) 
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See  JURISDICTION  35.    (Art.  1120.) 

«  LEASE.     (Art.  19.) 

"  NOTICE  8.    (Gen.  provng.  Ist  pt.,  sec.  22.) 

«  OPPOSF'ION.     (Art.  632.) 
«  «  2.     (Arts.  483,  484,  505.) 

"  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3.    (Arts.  116,  473.) 

<'  SHERIFF.    (Art.  638)--(Art.  581.) 
«  «         7.    (Arts.  688,  691,  694,  760.) 

«  SUBSTITUTION  3.    (Art.  154.) 

Collision. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  2. 

2.  With  anchor  of  vessel — Damages. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  2. 

3.  Between  tag  towing  raft  and  tag  at.  anchor  in  Detroit  River. 

See  MARrriME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  4. 

Colorable  Employment. 

See  ELECTION. 

Combination. 

See  PATENT  OF  INVENHON  1. 
Commission — Contract  to  sell  on. 
See  CONTRACT  10. 

2.  To  examine  witnesses. 

.SV«  INTERROGATORIES  2. 

3.  Of  real  estate  agents  selling  lands. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  12. 
ComimiSSioner— Of  sewers — Under  R.S.N.S.  cb.  40. 
F^e  TRESPASS  10, 

Common  Carrier— Crown  not  a. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  10,  II. 

Community— AsaetB  or  nrat  aud  «eeond  eommanlty— Transfer  of  arrear* 
of  lire>rent  tty  wife  to  tbe  grandson  or  her  second  bnsband.  validity  of- 
Edtt  de  secondes  noces,  liteo— Arts.  stTtt,  S89  and  SSS,  Cnstom  of  Paris,  and 
Arts.  1700,  ta65  and  774  O.  C.  (P.  Q.)— Costs— Brror  of  date  In  deed  or  trans- 
rer. 

On  the  17th  Februaiy,  1841,  C.  and  wife  acknowledged  by  deed  that  they 
were  indebted  to  one  S.  N.,  widow  of  one  P.,  in  a  sum  of  $140,  due  to  her  late 
husband.  On  the  same  day  C.  and  wife,  the  sou-in  law  and  daughter  of  S.  N. 
and  P.,  also  acknowledged  tj  be  indebted  to  S.  N.  in  an  annual  life-rent,  in 
consideration  of  certfun  real  estate  given  to  them  previously  by  the  late  P. 
and  S.  N.,  by  deed  of  gift,  16th  February,  1830.    On  19th  February,  1841,  the 


65 
Community— Continued. 

widow,  S.  N.,  married  one  J.  B.  L.  On  the  2l8t  January,  1870,  J.  B.  L.  and 
his  wife,  S.  N.,  transferred  to  P,  L,,  the  grandson  of  J.  B.  L.,  all  the  arrears  of 
life-rent  due  them  by  C.  and  his  wife  as  well  as  the  sum  of  $140,  being  the 
amount  of  the  obligation. 

In  an  action  brought  by  P-  L.  against  C.  and  his  wife,  to  recover  £1,325 
for  26  years  of  said  liferent,  an  ,_  .  j  for  the  amount  of  the  obligation  of  the 
17th  February,  1841  ; 

Held,  —1.  Affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
Lower  Canada  (Appeal  side),  that  the  arrears  of  the  life  rent  which  accrued 
during  the  second  marriage  of  S.  N.  belonged  to  the  community  which  ex- 
isted between  her  and  her  second  husband,  J.  B.  L.,  aad  that  the  husband  as 
head  of  the  community  could  legally  dispose  of  his  share  in  the  community, 
viz,,  one  half  of  said  arrears,  in  favor  of  his  grandson,  P.  L.,  but  the  transfer 
as  to  the  other  half  belonging  to  his  wife,  S.  N.,  was  null,  as  by  law  S.  N.  could 
not  tranfer  to  any  of  her  husband's  descendants,  who,  in  such  a  case,  are  by 
law  considered  as  persons  interposed  to  secure  directly  to  the  husband  a 
benefit  which  cannot  be  conferred  upon  him  directly. \rt.  774,  C.  C.  (P.  Q.) 

2.  Reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  a  quo,  that  ,  ilthough  the  sum  of 
$140  formed  part  of  the  movables  belonging  to  the  first  community,  yet  the 
half  of  said  sum  belonging  to  8.  N.  at  the  time  of  her  second  marriage  formed 
part  of  the  second  community,  and  her  husband,  J.  B.  L.,  could  legally  dis- 
pose of  his  share  in  said  sum,  viz.,  $35  in  favor  of  his  grandson,  the  transfer 
of  the  balance,  viz.  $105,  being  null  and  void. 

In  this  case  both  parties  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the  respond- 
ent, A.  M.  et  ux.  having  succeeded  in  getting  the  judgment  of  the  court  a 
quo  reversed  on  the  second  point  and  confirmed  on  the  first  point,  were 
allowed  costs  of  a  cross  appeal. 

In  plaintiff"'s  declaration  it  was  alleged  that  the  arrears  of  rent  trans- 
ferred to  him  and  which  he  claimed  from  defendants,  were  due  in  virtue  of 
a  life-rent  constituted  by  a  deed  of  cession,  dated  16th  February,  1828,  and 
in  the  Superior  Court,  after  argument,  a  motion  was  made  by  plaintiff  to  dis 
charge  the  d6lib6r4  inasmuch  as  it  was  discovered  at  the  argument  that  a 
clerical  error  of  a  serious  nature  to  the  intevests  of  the  present  plaintiff  had 
inadvertently  crept  into  one  of  the  authentic  documents  'invoked  by  the 
plamtiff  in  support  of  his  action,  such  error  being  as  to  tho  date  of  a  certaui 
donation  upon  which  the  action  is  mainly  based ;  and  inasmuch  as  such 
clerical  error  could  most  easily  be  remedied  byTeferring  to  the  minute  of  the 
notary  who  passed  the  deed  or  otherwise,  this  motion  was  granted,  and  a 
second  motion  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  en  reprise  iPinsiance,  praying  to  be 
allowed  to  amend  the  declaration  by  adding  under  count  No.  10  in  the  decla- 
ration the  following,  to  wit:  "That  the  date  of  the  constitution  of  tne  rent 
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above  mentioned  was  erroneously  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  transfer  above 
related  as  being  made  by  and  in  virtue  of  the  contract  of  marriage  of  the 
said  A.  C,  dated  the  7th  February,  1828. 

"That  the  said  constituted  rent  is  made  by  a  deed  of  the  16th  February, 
1830,  as  it  appears  from  an  authentic  copy  of  said  deed  forming  part  of 
exhibit  number  one  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  and  that  the  intention  of 
the  parties  to  the  said  deed  of  transfer  at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof 
was  to  transfer  the  arrears  of  rent  constituted  by  the  said  defendant  on  the 
16th  February,  1830.  The  said  rent  being  the  only  one  due  by  the  said  A.  C. 
to  the  said  S.  N." 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  courts  below,  that  the  error  in  the 
transfer,  as  to  the  date  of  the  deed  under  which  the  life-rent  was  due,  was  a 
mere  clerical  error.  There  was  no  other  liferent  to  which  the  transfer  could 
apply  but  the  one  in  question.  The  claim  was  sufficiently  identified  by  the 
description  of  the  deeds  and  the  date  of  their  registration,  under  the  special 
allegations  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  evidence  which  he  has  adduced. 

Pilon  V.  Branet-V,  318, 

Commutation    Fund — member   or    Synod-Tmst,    confttrnctlon    of- 
Tested  rlKtats— Coinmntatlon  fund— By-Law. 

The  sum  received  for  commutation  under  the  Clergy  Reserve  Act  wag 
paid  to  the  Church  Society  of  the  Diocese  of  Huron,  upon  trust  to  pay  to  the 
commuting  clergy  their  stipends  for  life,  and  when  such  payment  should 
cease  then  "  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  clergy  of  the  Diocese 
of  Huron  in  such  manner  as  should  from  time  to  time  be  declared  by  any 
by-law  or  by-laws  of  the  Synod  to  be  from  time  to  time  passed  for  that  pur- 
pose." In  1860,  a  by-law  was  passed  providing  that  out  of  the  surplus  of  the 
commutation  fund  clergymen  of  eight  years  and  upwards  active  service 
should  receive  each  $200,  with  a  provision  for  increase  in  certain  events.  In 
1873,  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  under  this  by-law,  and  in  1876  the  Synod 
(the  successors  of  the  Church  Society)  repealed  all  previous  by-laws  respect- 
ing the  fund,  and  made  a  different  appropriation  of  it. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario, 
Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  under  the  terms  of  the  trust  there 
was  no  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants ;  the  trustees  had 
power,  from  time  to  time,  to  pass  by-laws  regulating  the  fund  in  question 
and  making  a  different  appropriation  of  it,  for  the  support  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  clergy  of  the  diocese,  and  the  plaintiff  must  be  assumed  to  have 
accepted  his  stipend  wilh  that  knowledge  and  on  that  condition.  (See 
case  as  reported  in  29  Grant  348  and  9  Ont.  App.  R.  411). 

Wright  T.  Incorporated  Synod  of  the  Diocese  of  Huron~xl.  95. 
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Companies'  Act,  1862  (Imp.)— Order  making  calls  agaiDst  past 
member— Action— Declaration,  form  of— Demurrer. 
See  CORPORATIONS  15. 

Company. 

See  BENEFIT  SOCIETY. 
.       "    CORPORATIONS. 

"    RAILWAY  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES. 
Compromise— Deed  of — Action  to  set  aside  for  fraad  and  coercion. 
Sec  PARTITION. 

Condition  Precedent. 

See  CONTRACT  8. 
"    INSURANCE,  MARINE  3. 
"    PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1,  2,  8,  16. 
"    RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  9. 
«    SALE  OF  LANDS  2. 
Consignment— Of  Goods — Payment — Property. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  7. 
Conspiracy— Between  Deputy  Eeturning  Officer  and  Candidate's  agent 
to  interfere  with  francbiso  by  marking  ballots. 
See  ELECTION  21. 
Contempt— Power  of  Provincial  Legislature  to  punish  for. 

See  LEGISLATURE  9.  • 

Contract  -  Terms    of    delivery— Beasonnble    time— Damaires— Arts.    1087, 
1073,  1541,  C.  C.  I..  C. 

On  the  7th  May,  1874,  the  appellant  sold  to  the  respondent  five  hundred 
tons  of  hay.  The  writing,  which  was  signed  by  the  appellant  alone,  is  in 
following  terms :  "  Sold  to  G.  A.  C.  five  hundred  tons  of  timothy  hay  of  best 
quality,  at  the  price  of  $21  per  ton  f.  o.  b.  propellers  in  canal,  Montreal,  at 
such  times  and  in  such  quantities  as  the  said  G.  A.  C.  shall  order.  The  said 
hay  to  be  perfectly  sound  and  dry  when  delivered  on  board,  and  weight 
tested  if  required.  The  same  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery  of  each  lot  by  order 
or  draft  on  self,  at  Bank  of  Montreal,  the  same  to  be  consigned  to  order  of 
Dominion  Bank,  Toronto." 

In  execution  of  this  contract,  the  appellant  delivered  one  hundred  and 
forty-seven  tons  and  thirty-three  pounds  of  hay,  after  which  the  respondent 
refused  to  receive  any  more.  The  appellant  having  several  times  notified 
the  respondent,  both  verbally  and  in  writing,  by  formal  protest  on  the 
28th  July,  1874,  requested  him  to  take  delivery  of  the  remaining354  tons 
of  hay.  •    I 

On  the  nth  November  following,  the  appellant  brought  an  action  of 

damages  for  breach  of  contract,  by  which  he  claimed  $3,417.77,  to  wit,  $2,471 
6i 
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difference  between  the  actual  value  of  the  hay  at  the  date  of  the  protest  and 
the  contract  price,  and  $943.77  for  extra  expenses  which  the  appellant  incur- 
red, owing  to  the  refusal  of  the  respondent  to  fulfil  his  contract. 

Held,  that  such  a  contract  was  to  be  executed  within  a  reasonable  time, 
and  that,  from  the  evidence  of  the  usages  of  trade,  the  delivery,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, was  to  be  made  before  the  new  crop  of  hay,  and  that  the  respon- 
dent, being  in  default  to  receive  the  hay  when  required,  was  bound  to  pay 
the  damages  which  the  appellant  had  sustained,  to  wit,  the  difference  at  the 
place  of  delivery  between  the  value  when  the  acceptance  was  refused  and 
the  contract,  and  other  necessary  expenses,  the  amount  of  which,  being  a 
matter  of  evidence,  is  properly  within  the  province  of  the  court  below  to 
determine. 

Cbapman  t.  larin ,— Iv,  :U9. 

2.    Confitrnctlon  of— Accord  and  sattafactlon. 

Appellant,  part  owner  of  a  vessel,  brought  an  action  agamst  respond 
ents,  merchants  and  ship-brokers  in  England,  alleging  in  his  declaration  that 
while  he  had  entire  charge  of  said  vessel  as  ship's  husband,  they,  being  his 
agents,  refused  to  obey  and  follow  his  directions  in  regard  to  said  vessel,  and 
committed  a  breach  of  an  agreement  by  which  they  vmdertook  not  to  charter 
nor  send  the  vessel  on  any  voyage,  except  as  ordered  by  appellant,  or  with 
•      his  consent. 

On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  E.  V.,  a  brother  of  respondents,  had  ob- 
tained from  appellant  a  fourth  share  in  the  vessel,  the  purchase  being  effect- 
ed by  one  of  the  respondents ;  and  it  was  also  shown  that  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  was  as  alleged  in  the  declaration.  On  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  Liverpool,  respondents  went  to  a  large  expense  in  coppering  her, 
contrary  to  directions,  and  sent  her  on  a  voyage  to  Liverpool,  of  which  appel- 
lant disapproved.  Appellant  wrote  to  rospondents,  complaining  of  their 
conduct  and  protesting  against  the  expense  incurred.  They  replied,  that 
appellant  could  have  no  cause  of  complaint  against  them  in  their  manage- 
ment of  the  vessel,  and  alleged  they  would  not  have  purchased  a  fourth 
interest  in  the'vessel,  if  they  had  not  understood  that  they  were  to  have  the 
management  and  control  of  the  vessel  when  on  the  other  side  of  the  A  tlantic. 
A  correspondence  ensued,  and  finally,  on  the  17th  November,  186'.),  appellant 
wrote  to  them,  referring  to  the  fact  that  respondents  complained  of  the 
"  eternal  bickerings,"  and  that  it  was  not  their  fault.  He  then  reasserted 
his  right  to  control  the  vessel,  stated,  in  detail,  his  grounds  of  complaint 
against  them,  and  closed  with  the  words :  "  To  end  the  matter,  if  your 
brother  will  dispose  of  his  quarter,  I  will  purchase  it,  say  for  $4,200  in  cash." 
This  amount  was  about  the  same  price  for  the  share  as  appellant  had  sold  it 
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for  some  years  beforo.  Kespondents  accepted  the  offer,  and  the  transfer 
was  made  to  appellant. 

Held,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
Brunswick,  that  the  expression  "  to  end  the  matter  "  should  be  construed  as 
applying  to  the  bickerings  referred  to,  and  there  had  not  been  an  accord 
and  satisfaction. 

The  contract  having  been  made  between  appellant  and  respondents 
only,  and  being  a  contract  of  agency  apart  from  any  question  of  ownership, 
the  action  was  properly  brought  by  appellant  in  his  own  name. 

Weldon  y.  Vaaghan,  v.— 35. 

3.  To  take  shares. 

See  CORPORATIONS  9. 

4.  KeffllKcnce  of  contractor— 41  Ylc.  chs.  6  and  7  (lir.B.)-By«law  of  city  of  St. 

Jobn,  Build  ingr  erccte<l  In  violation  of— Nevllvence  of  Contractor- 
Liability  ol'  Employer— Several  defendants  appearing  by  same  attorney 
-Separate  counsel  at  trial— Cross-appeal— Rent,  loss  of— Damages. 

On  the  26th  September,  1877,  S.  contracted  to  erect  a  proper  and  legal 
building  for  W.  on  his  (W.'s)  land,  in  the  city  of  St.  John,  Two  days 
after,  a  by-law  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  under  the  Act  of  the  Leg- 
islature, 41  Vic.  ch.  6,  "The  St.  John  Building  Act,  1877,"  was  passed, 
prohibiting  the  erection  of  buildings  such  as  the  one  contracted  for,  arid 
declaring  them  to  be  nuisances.  By  his  contract,  W.  reserved  the  right  t^ 
alter  or  modify  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  to  make  any  deviation  in 
the  construction,  detail  or  execution  of  the  work  without  avoiding  the  con- 
tract, &c.,  &c.  By  the  contract  it  was  also  declared  that  W.  had  engaged  B. 
as  superintendent  of  the  erection — his  duty  being  to  enforce  the  conditions 
of  the  contract,  furnish  drawings,  i&c,  make  estimates  of  the  amount  due, 
and  issue  certificate.  While  W.'s  building  was  in  course  of  erection,  the 
centre  wall,  having  been  built  on  an  insufficient  foundation,  fell,  carrying 
with  it  the  party  wall  common  to  W.  and  McM.,  his  neighbour. 

On  an  action  by  McM.  against  W.  and  S.  to  recover  damages  for  the 
injury  thus  sustained,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  general 
damages,  $3,952,  and  $1,375  for  loss  of  rent.  This  latter  amount  was  found 
separately,  in  order  that  the  court  might  reduce  it,  if  not  recoverable. 

On  motion  to  the  Sup:  eme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  for  a  non-suit  or  new 
trial,  the  verdict  was  allowed  to  stand  for  $3,952,  the  amount  of  the  general 
damages  found  by  the  jury. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  and  cross-appeal  by  respondents  to 
have  verdict  btand  for  the  full  amount  awarded  by  the  jury.  Held,  Gwynne 
J.  dissenting,  that  at  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  the  contract  for 
ihe  erection  of  W.'s  building  being  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  a 
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valid  by-law  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  the  defendant  W.,  his  contractors  and  hii 
agent  (S.)  were  all  equally  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  the  improper 
building  of  the  illegal  wall  which  caused  the  injury  to  McM.  charged  in  the 
declaration.  That  the  jury,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
could  adopt  the  actual  loss  of  rent  as  a  fair  criterion  by  which  to  establish 
the  actual  amount  of  the  damage  sustained,  and  therefore  the  verdict  should 
stand  for  the  full  amount  claimed  and  awarded. 

Per  Gwynne  J.  dissenting That  W.  was  not,  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, liable  for  the  injury,  and,  even  if  the  by-law  did  make  the  building  a 
nuisance,  the  plaintiff  could  not,  under  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  have  the 
benefit  of  it. 

The  defendants  appeared  by  the  same  attorney,  pleaded  jointly  by  the 
same  attorney,  and  their  defence  was,  in  substance,  precisely  the  same,  but 
they  were  represented  at  the  trial  by  separate  counsel.  On  examination  of 
plaintiff's  witness,  both  counsel  claimed  the  right  to  cross-examine  the 
witness. 

Held ,  affirming  the  ruling  of  the  judge  at  the  trial,  that  the  judge  was 
right  in  allowing  only  one  counsel  to  cross-examine  the  witness. 

Walker  v.  McMlllan.-Tl.  241. 

5.    Sale  of  goods— Payment— Appropriation  -Non«(iult. 

The  Albert  Mining  Company  (respondent)  brought  this  action  to  recover 
*  for  coal  sold  and  delivered  to  appellants  during  the  years  1866,  1867  and 
1868.  S.  and  M.  and  McG.  were  partners  carrying  on  business  under  the 
name  of  the  Albertme  Oil  Company,  the  defendant  S.  furnishing  the  capital. 
The  contract  for  the  coal  was  made  by  S.  who  was  a  large  stockholder  in  the 
plaintiff  company  and  entitled  to  yearly  dividends  on  his  stock.  The  agree- 
ment, as  proved  by  plaintiffs,  was  that  S.  purchased  the  coal  for  the  Albertine 
Oil  Company,  the  members  of  wliich  he  named,  that  the  president  of  the 
plaintiff'  company  told  S.  they  would  look  to  him  for  payment,  as  the  other 
partners  were  poor ;  that  the  terms  of  sale  were  cash  on  delivery  on  board 
the  ve.^sels ;  and  that  S.  agreed  that  the  dividends  payable  to  him  on  his 
stock  should  be  applied  in  payment  for  the  coal ;  that  in  consequence  of  this 
arrangement  the  plaintiffs  credited  the  Albertine  Oil  Company  with  the 
amount  of  S.'s  dividends  as  they  were  declared  from  time  to  time  down  to 
August,  1860,  leaving  a  balance  of  $912  due  to  S.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
coal  delivered  was  charged  in  the  plaintiffs'  books  to  the  Albertine  Oil  Com- 
pany, and  that  the  bills  of  lading  on  the  shipments  of  the  coal  were  also 
made  out  in  their  name,  and  that  some  time  afterwards  a  notice  signed  by  S. 
and  M.  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs,  complaining  of  the  inferior  quality  of  the 
coal,  and  claiming  damages  in  consequence.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  year 
1868,  S.  repudiated  the  agreement  to  appropriate  his  dividends  to  the  pay- 
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ment  of  coal,  and  refused  to  sign  the  receipts  therefor  in  the  plaintifiii'  books. 
He  had  signed  the  receipt  for  the  dividend  of  1866. 

The  present  action  was  then  brought  (in  1873)  against  S.  and  M.,  the 
surviving  partners  of  the  Albertine  Oil  Company,  McG.  having  died,  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  coal.  S.  shortly  afterwards  brought  an  action  against 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  dividends ;  the  claim  was  referred  to  arbitration  and  an 
award  was  made  in  favor  of  S.  for  upwards  of  $15,000,  which  the  plaintiffs 
paid  in  July,  1874.  The  receipt  given  for  the  payment  stated  that  it  was  in 
full  satisfaction  of  the  Judgment  in  the  suit  of  8.  against  the  Albert  Mining 
Company,  and  it  appeared  (though  evidence  of  this  was  objected  to  in  the 
present  action)  that  it  included  the  dividends  for  the  years  1867  and  1868. 

The  learned  Judge  before  whom  the  action  was  tried  non-suited  the 
plaintiffs,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  set  aside  the  non-suit. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  Strong  J.  dissenting, 
that  there  being  clear  evidence  of  the  appropriation  of  S.'s  dividends  in  pur- 
suance of  agreement  made  with  him,  and  therefore  of  the  plaintiffs  having 
been  paid  for  the  coal  in  the  manner  and  on  the  terms  agreed  on,  the  plain- 
tiffs were  properly  non-suited. 

Bpurr  r«  The  Albert  Mining  Co.— Ix.  35. 

6.    Contract— Breach  or— MaHter  and  owner- Damavea,  measure  of. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Q.  against  A.  F.  8.  S.  Co.  to  recover  damages 
ior  an  alleged  breach  of  contract.  The  plaintiff  wds  master  of  the  ss.  "  George 
Shattuck,"  trading  between  Halifax  and  St.  Pierre  and  other  ports  in  the 
Dominion.  She  was  owned  by  defendant  company,  the  plaintiff  being  one 
of  the  largest  shareholders  of  the  company.  Plaintiff's  contract  was  that  he 
was  to  supply  the  ship  with  men  and  provisions  for  the  passengers  and  crew, 
and  sail  her  as  commander  for  $900  a  month,  afterwards  increased  to  $950.  The 
ship  had  been  originally  accustomed  to  remain  at  St.  Pierre  forty-eight  hours, 
but  the  time  was  afterwards  lengthened  to  sixty  hours  by  the  company,  yet 
the  plaintiff  insisted  on  remaining  only  forty -eight  hours,  against  the  express 
directions  of  the  company's  agents  at  St  Pierre,  and  was  otherwise  diso- 
bedient to  the  agents,  in  consequence  of  which  he  was,  on  the  22nd  May, 
without  prior  notice,  dismissed  from  the  service  of  the  company.  The  case 
was  tried  before  Sir  William  Young  C.  J.,  without  a  jury,  who,  considering 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  master  in  the  ordinary  ssnse,  held  that  he  had 
been  wrongfully  dismissed  and  found  a  verdict  in  his  f.ivor  for  $2,000.  A  rule 
nisi  was  made  absolute  by  the  full  court  for  a  new  trial. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  it  was  Held,  1st.  That  even 
if  the  dismissal  had  been  wrongful,  the  damages  were  excessive,  and  the 
case  should  go  back  for  a  new  trial  on  this  ground.  2nd.  Per  Ritchie  C.J. 
and  Fournier  and  Gwynne  JJ.,  that  the  fact  of  the  master  being  a  shareholder 
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in  thn  corporation  owning  the  vessel,  had  no  bearing  on  the  case,  and  that 
it  was  proper  to  grant  a  new  trial  to  have  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff' BO  acted  as  to  justify  his  dismissal  by  the  ownerH  submitted  to  a 
jury,  or  a  judge,  if  case  be  tried  witliout  a  jury. 

tlullfurd  T.  Anslo-Frencb  88.  Company.— Ix.  303. 

7.  Of  towage. 

See  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  5. 

. 

8.  rondltlon   precedent- Direction   tu  Jury— Iinplle«l   pronilno,   when    part 

per  fo  r  man  ce> 

In  April,  1872,  the  defendant,  Morrow,  gave  the  plaintiffs,  Wuterous,  et  al, 
an  order  by  letter  for  certain  mill  machinery,  which  the  plaintiffs  were  to 
put  in  complete  optu-ation  to  the  defendant's  satisfaction  in  a  building  to  be 
provided  by  the  defendant.  All  the  machinery,  with  the  exception  of  a  slab 
saw,  was  supplied,  and  the  mill  was  put  in  operation  in  the  summer  of  1872. 
Tlie  defendant  found  fault  with  the  machinery,  and  after  alterations  and 
repairs  made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  1873,  the  defendant  put  additional 
machineiy  inU  the  mill  and  worked  it  until  1875,  when  it  was  destroyed  by 
fire.  The  defendant  had  insured  the  whole  machinery,  including  that  sup- 
plied by  tho  plaintiffs,  for  $7,700,  the  additional  machinery  put  in  by  himself 
being  valued  at  $2,5U0.  The  defendant  received  the  benefit  of  the  insurance 
to  the  fu  1  amount  of  the  loss.  The  contract  price  was  $4,250,  together  with 
freight  and  expenses,  making  in  all  $4,790.  Some  payments  were  made,  but 
the  defendant  refusing  to  pay  a  balance  of  $1,900,  the  plaintiffs  brought  an 
action  of  assumpsit,  adding  the  common  counts. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case  a  non-suit  was  moved  for  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's  liability  accruing 
that  the  work  should  be  done  to  his  satisfaction,  and  it  was  contended  that 
the  plaintifTs  own  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant  never  was  satisfied, 
but  that  he  was  complaining  all  along.  This  point  being  over-ruled,  the 
defendant  undertook  to  show  that  the  machinery  was  not  what  was  repre- 
sented, but  defective  and  in  many  parts  had  to  be  repaired,  and  that  he  had 
already  paid  as  much  as  it  was  worth.  Much  evidence  was  given  on  this 
issue,  and  the  plaintitli  endeavored  to  show  that  any  defect  in  the  working 
of  the  mill  was  attributable  to  the  shifting  of  the  foundation  erected  by  the 
defendant  himself,  and  to  the  want  of  skill  of  the  men  employed  by  him. 
The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  machinery  was 
reasonably  fit  and  proper  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended,  and  if 
not,  directed  them  that  the  defendant  was  only  bound  to  pay  as  much  as  it 
was  worth.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $1,850,  having 
deducted^  $200  for  the  defects  and  $80  for  that  part  of  the  machinery  noli 
supplied. 
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A  rule  nisi  to  Het  aaide  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  was  made 
alisoluto  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  (2  Pugs.  &  Bur.  ll)on  the 
ground  that  the  learned  judge  uliould  have  directed  the  jury  that  "  the  length 
of  time  that  the  defendant  used  the  maohinery,  the  complaints  he  made 
about  it  from  time  to  time,  and  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  it, 
should  have  beupi  left  to  the  jury,  with  a  direction  for  them  to  consider 
whether  from  the  defendant's  dealings  with  It  they  could  infer  a  new  implied 
contract  on  his  part  to  keep  the  machinery  and  pay  what  it  was  worth, 
though  leHS  than  the  contract  price." 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  That  in  suing  upon 
this  contract  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintifts  to  have  averred,  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  their  right  to  recover,  that  the  work,  besides  having 
been  skilfully,  properly,  sufficiently  and  in  a  ivorkmanlike  manner  executed, 
was  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendant. 

In  coses  in  which  something  has  been  done  under  a  special  contract, 

but  not  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  although  the 

party  cannot  recover  the    remuneration  stipulated    for  in  the    contract 

because  he  has  not  done  that  which  was  to  be  the  consideration  for  it,  still, 

if  the  other  party  has  derived  any  benefit  from  the  work  done,  as  it  would 

be  unjust  to  allow  him  to  retain  that  without  paying  for  it,  the  law  implies  a 

promise  upon  his  part  to  pay  such  a  remuneration  as  the  benefit  conferred 

upon  him  is  reasonably  worth.    The  jury  in  this  case  having  decided  upon 

the  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  derived  a  greater  benefit  from  the 

work  done  than  was  compensated  by  the  amount  he  had  already  paid,  the 

plaintifis  were  entitled  to  retain  the  benefit  of  the  verdict,  and  the  rule 

granting  a  new  trial  should  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Waterous  v.  Morrow— 12th  Deer.  1879. 

o.  Contract— Certlflcate  of  Envineer,   whether  a  proKreNH  EBtlmate  or  flnal 
Estimate. 

Boomer  &  Son  were  contractors  to  build  for  McGreevy  the  superstruc- 
ture of  the  bridges  on  the  North  Shore  Kailway  between  Quebec  and  Three 
Ilivers.  By  the  agreement  the  defendant  McGreevy  reserved  the  right  to 
himself  to  substitute  iron  for  the  wooden  superstructures  of  any  of  the 
bridges,  and  by  notice  to  the  plaintiff's  to  terminate  the  contract  at  any  time 
in  regard  thereto,  he  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  for  the  work  done  and  materials 
provided  up  to  the  time  of  giving  such  notice,  "  on  production  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  engineer  of  the  said "  defendant  "  establishing  amount  due." 
The  defendant  acted  on  this  provision  of  the  contract  with  respect  to  three 
of  the  bridges,  by  notice  dated  2nd  October,  1875,  and  Charles  Odell,  the 
defendant's  enginer,  reported  and  certified  under  date  of  the  same  day 
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$14,872.13  to  be  due,  including  $4,100  (or  iron  work  for  two  turn-tables  pur- 

ohMed  by  plaintiflft  for  tho  work,  and  d«duoting  a  payment  on  account  by 

a  noto  for  $8,000.     The  engineer  mado   anotlior  estimate,  apparently   in 

amendment  of  his  previous  one,  dated  the  samo  day,  establishing  the  amount 

at  $22,131.93,  without  reference  to  the  amount  of  the  note  for  $8,000. 

Tlie  defendant  contended  that  the  estimates  of  the  engineer  did  not 

«itablish  correctly  either  the  amount  of  work  done  or  value  of  materials,  but 

were  merely  progress  estiiaateH  to  unable  work  to  progress  generally  uiidor 

the  contract,  until  a  final  examination  an<l  acceptance  of  the  works,  and  that, 

as  a  matter  of  (act,  the  plaintifls  hud  been  fully  paid  all  they  were  entitled 

to. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  Caron  J.,  awarded  Boomer  &  Son 

$15,042.44,  deducting  the  turn  tables.    ThlHJudgmenc  the  Court  of  Queen's 

Bench  affirmed  with  the  exception  of  a  further  deduction  of  $2,006.03  for 

which  there  appeared  to  have  been  no  estimate  given. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  atlirming  the  judgment 

of  the  court  below,  that  the  proper  conclusion  from  the  evidence  was  that 

the  certificate  In  question  was  delivered  to  the  plaintitt's  as  a  final  estimate, 

intending  to  rei)resent  an  correct  the  debt  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs 

for  amount  due  on  iXiaterials  prepared  for  the  bridges,  upon  which  work  was 

stopped  by  defendant. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mcdreevy  v.  Boomer— 10th  June,  1880. 

10.  Contrnct  to  sell  on  cominla«loii,  breach  of— nanutgeM— Evidence  from 
derendant'R  own  books -Supplemental  demand -Settlement  of  acouunt«. 
not'flnal— Prescription,  Interruption  ol— C.  ('.  P.  Art.  84S,  346— 'fecbnlcal 
objection  not  taken  In  court  below— Bnle  of  Privy  Council. 

By  written  contract  of  the  23rd  January,  1868,  the  plaintiff  contracted 
with  the  defendants  to  sell  their  goods  in  the  Maritime  Provinces,  the 
engagement  to  continue  for  u  period  of  five  years,  subject  to  co-partnership 
or  business  changes.  By  the  contract  he  was  to  have  5  per  cent,  commis- 
sion on  all  goods  of  defendants'  manufacture  and  2^  per  cent,  on  all  other 
goods.  This  commission  was  to  be  paid  to  him  on  all  sales,  no  matter 
whether  such  sales  had  been  effected  by  him  or  had  been  made  direct  to 
purchasers  by  defendants  without  his  knowledge  or  intervention.  Tlie 
plaintiff  was  opening  up  an  entirely  new  market  for  defendants'  goods. 

The  plaintiff  entered  upon  his  duties  under  the  contract,  and  in  two 
years  succeeded  in  establishing  a  trade  for  defendants.  On  the  5th  Decem- 
ber, 1780,  the  defendants  terminated  the  engagement,  alleging  that  they  did 
BO  in  consequence  of  the  interruption  to  their  business  by  the  l^te  fire 
and  some  changes  they  expected  to  make  in  their  business  firm  the  ensuing 
year. 
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Tho  plaintitr  objected  to  his  agenoy  being  tertninalod,  and  at  tho 
expiration  of  tho  five  yeara  brought  thin  action  to  reoovor  a  balance  of  |l,()00 
for  unpaid  oominiiHionH  due  and  t!(),0(H)  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

On  going  to  proof  pluintitl  exaruined  defendant  Ames,  who  produced 
from  defendants'  ledgoru  a  full  statement  of  sales  etiucted  by  defendants  in 
Maritime  Provinces  up  to  the  5th  December,  1870.  Thereupon  plaintiff 
made  a  supplemental  demand;  claiming  $1,289.50  additional  for  unpaid 
commisitions. 

The  Supeiior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  by  its  judgment  rejected  plaintifiTa 
claim  for  damages  on  the  ground  that  co-partnership  and  business  ohangei 
took  pluoo  in  December,  1870|  in  defendant's  tirm,  and  that  this  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  entitled  them  to  terminate  it  as  they  did.  As  to  the 
plaintitrs  claim  for  unpaid  commissions  for  the  period  up  to  the  5th  Decern* 
ber,  1870,  the  court  held  the  same  to  be  a  good  open  existing  demand,  and 
referred  the  accounts  to  an  accountant,  who  found  $1,705.78  due  to  plaintiff 
for  commissions.  This  report  the  same  court  by  its  final  judgment  adopted, 
and  condemned  defendants  in  the  above  sum  of  $1,705.78  and  interest  from 
service  of  process  and  costs. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  and  dismissed  appellant's  action,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  proved 
that  after  each  trip  made  by  plaintiff  accounts  were  settled  for  commission 
due  to  satiuiaotion  of  plaintitl',  and  that  there  was  a  settlement  on  the  29th 
December,  1869,  when  engagement  terminated,  and  that  the  evidence  pro- 
duced by  defendants  shovve  1  that  plaintiff  was  fully  paid  tor  all  oonomissions 
earned. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  nothing  had 
ocourr(.>d  at  the  settlement  of  commission,  from  time  to  time  paid  by  the 
defendants  to  tlie  plaintif  upon  the  sales  as  the  defendants  themselves,  who 
alone  had  a  perl'ect  knowledge  of  them,  represented  them  to  be,  which  would 
disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  an  account  taken  of  all  the  sales  upon  which 
he  was  by  his  contract  entitled  to  commission  at  least  up  to  5th  December, 
1  ^10.  The  plaintitl'  was  not  aware  of  the  large  sales  which  had  been  made 
by  defendants,  and  there  could  be  no  binding  acquiescence  when  the 
plaintiflf  wa3  uot  aware  of  his  rights.  That  the  result  of  the  account  taken 
by  the  accountant  appointed  by  the  iSaperior  Court  could  not  be  objected 
to,  and  therefore  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Taschereau  J. — ^The  prescription,  if  any,  was  interrupted  by  a  letter 
written  by  defendants  to  plaintiff'  before  it  accrued,  and  Walker  v.  Sweet 
(21  L.  C.  Jur.  21)  must  be  followed  as  long  as  it  stands  unreversed.  The 
objection,  that  the  report  was  not  duly  received  in  evidence  in  the  case, 
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according  to  articles  345  and  84ft  C.  C.  P.,  had  not  been  taken  in  the  court 
below,  and  the  rule  in  the  Privy  Council,  that  a  purely  techical  objection 
not  made  in  the  court  below  cannot  be  entertained  in  appeal,  must  be 
followed. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Fuller  V.  Ames-  lOth  Jane.  1880. 

11.  Under  Statute  of  Frauds — As  to  whether  mem.  in  writing  contained 
terms  of— Question  for  Jury. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  10. 

12.  Contract  sonM  selngr  prlv6— Interrogntories  on  nrtteulntcd  farts— JRvaslvo 
answers  taken  as  afflrmatlve— C.  C.  P.  arts.  22M,  220. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  made  for  defendant,  for  >  le  use  of  the 
Quebec,  Montreal,  Ottawa  <fe  Occidental  Railway,  50,980  railway  ties,  accord- 
ing to  the  stipulations  of  a  contract  sous  seing  privd  (by  private  writing) 
entered  into  between  defendant,  acting  by  Robert  McGreevy,  his  brother, 
agent  and  mandatary  on  one  part,  and  one  Joseph  Lavallee  and  one  Fra.  L. 
Duhaime  on  the  other  part,  the  said  Lavallfie  &  Duhaime  having,  shortly 
after,  made  over  to  said  plaintiff  all  their  rights,  claims  and  interests  in  the 
said  contj-act,  together  with  one  horse,  for  fifty  dollars.  That  of  the  above 
stated  quantity  of  railway  ties,  33,900  were  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant 
on  the  line  of  the  said  railway,  and  17,080  were  delivered  en  launching  places 
on  river  banks  {jeties)  and  that  the  said  ties  were  of  the  price  and  value  stipu- 
lated in  the  said  contract.  Plaintiff  further  alleged  that  he  made  for  defen- 
dant, and  delivered  to  him  2,822  cull  ties,  for  which  the  defendant  promised 
to  pay  him  eight  dollars  per  hundred  and  which  were  worth  that  price. 
Lastly  he  alleged  having  paid  for  defendant,  for  the  rent  of  a  piece  of  ground, 
forty  dollars,  making  in  all,  according  to  the  price  stipulated  in  the  said  con- 
tract and  the  value  of  the  said  ties,  $6,855.89.  He  gave  credit  to  defendant 
for  $3,765,  leaving  due  him  a  balance  of  $3,090.89,  which  he  claimed.  Plaintifl' 
claimed  a  further  sum  of  $1,000  for  damages. 

Defendant  met  the  whole  claim  by  a  general  denial,  and  alleged  that  the 
said  contract  was  never  entered  into  by  himself,  but  was  entered  into  by  the 
said  Robert  j^cGreevy,  his  brother,  in  his  personal  name  and  capacity,  thai 
said  plaintiff  did  not  fulfil  his  said  contract  nor  make  the  said  ties  as  stipu- 
lated in  the  said  contract,  and  that  the  amount  which  he  received  was  suffi- 
cient to  pay  for  the  ties  so  made. 

To  fliterrogatories  on  articulated  facts  put  to  the  defendant  he  answered, 
with  one  or  two  exceptions :  "  i  do  not  know."  The  Superior  Court  at  Three 
Rivers  held  that  these  answers  were  evasive  and  insufficient,  and  mut  t  there- 
fore be  declared  to  be  true  and  proved,  and  on  these  and  on  the  evidence 
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adduced  gave  judgment  and  condemned  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintixF 
$3,090.89  for  the  balance  due  on  the  price  and  value  of  said  ties,  dismissing 
the  plaintiffs  claim  for  damages. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  this  judgment  was  unanimously 
confirmed. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Hclfl,  that  the  defendant 
did  not  ansvj'er  the  interrogatories  put  to  him,  which  referred  to  the  matters 
in  issue,  in  a  catpgorical,  explicit  and  precise  manner  as  he  was  bound  to  do 
by  law  (C.  C.  P.  arts.  228,  229).  If  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  he  should 
have  obtained  the  information  fron  his  general  agent,  clerks  aod  others 
acting  for  him  in  executing  the  contract.  These  interrogatories,  therefore, 
were  properly  taken  as  aflBrmatively  answered  and  proved  the  plaintiff's 
case.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

HcfireeTf  t.  Faille.  -12th  February,  1881. 
See  CONTEACT  17. 

13.  Sale  of  goods  not  specified — Intention  to  pa^s  property — Appropria- 
tion. 

-See  SALE  OF  GOODS  11. 

14.  Contract  to  cnt  Inmber— Vesting  of  property— Writ  of  replevin— SherlfTs 
possession  nnder— Trespass— PIcadlngr—Jns  tertll— Jn>}tlHcatlon  by  SherlflT 

'   under  writ— Amendment,  power  of  by  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

In  November,  1874,  one  Arbo  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with 
one  Muirhead  to  get  logs  off  land  under  Muirhead's  control,  the  logs  to  be 
Muirhead's  property  as  cut.  In  December  following  one  Marooney  agreed 
with  Arbo  to  cut  and  haul  logs  for  him  from  land  specified  in  the  agreement 
between  Arbo  and  Muirhead,  which  logs  were  to  be  Arbo's  property  at  the 
landing,  Arbo  agreeing  to  furnish  Marooney  with  supplies  to  get  thb  logs. 
Marooney  cut  logs  under  this  agreement  and  hauled  them  to  the  landing. 
In  November,  1875,  the  logs  not  having  been  driven  and  Arbo  not  having 
furnished  sufficient  supplies,  he  and  Marooney  rescinded  their  agreement, 
Maiooney  giving  his  note  to  Arbo  for  the  supplies  delivered.  The  logs 
remained  on  the  landing,  and  in  February,  1876,  they  were  seized  as  the  pro- 
perty of  Arbo,  who  had  become  insolvent,  under  a  writ  of  attachment,  issued 
under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875.  In  May,  1876,  Marooney  sold  the  logs  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  drove  them  to  the  boom  of  the  S.  W.  Miramichi,  where 
they  were  replevied  by  the  assignee  of  Arbo's  estate.  The  plaintiff  put  in  a 
claim  of  property  in  them,  and  the  sheriff  returned  the  vn-it  of  replevin,  with 
such  claim,  to  the  attorney  who  issued  the  writ.  No  writ  de  prop.prob.  hav- 
ing been  issued,  the  sheriff  kept  possession  of  the  logs,  and  the  plaintiff 
brought  trespass  against  him  for  taking  them. 


19 

Contract  —Continued. 

The  plaintiff  pleaded  :  1.  Not  guilty;  2.  Goods  not  the  plaintift's ;  3. 
Gooda  the  goods  of  the  assignee  of  Arbo,  and  defendant  did  acts  complained  of 
by  license  of  such  assignee ;  4,  (roods  the  goods  of  Muirhead,  and  defendant 
did  acts  complained  of  by  license  of  Muirhead  :  5,  Goods  property  of  defend- 
ant. 

A  verdictxwas  entered  for  plaintiff  by  consent  for  $1,554,  the  value  of 
all  the  logs,  subject  to  be  reduced  to  $420.47,  the  value  of  logs  not  cut  by 
Marooney,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  plaintiff  not  entitled  to 
Marooney  logs. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  reduced  the  verdict  to  the  said 
sum  of  $420.47.    See  4  Pugs.  &  Bur.  25. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held, 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J. — ^That  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed 
on  the  following  ground :  It  having  been  proved  on  the  trial,  without  objec- 
tion, and  made  part  of  the  case,  that  the  logs  in  question  were  seized  by  the 
defendant,  as  sheriff,  under  a  writ  of  igplevin  issued  out  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  Brunswick,  directing  him  to  take  the  logs  in  question,  the 
sheriff  was  justified  in  taking  the  logs  thereunder,  and  that  as  against  the 
plaintiff  it  was  no  wrongful  taking  or  conversion.  That  this  defence  could  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  or,  if  it  could  not  be  so 
given,  this  being  a  strictly  technical  objection,  and  this  defence  having  been 
put  forward  on  the  trial  without  objection,  and  ;io  such  technical  point 
reserved  on  the  trial,  if  necessary  the  record  should  be  amended. 

Per  Strong  and  Gwynne  JJ The  parties  at  the  trial  having  rested  their 

rights  upon  the  question  of  title,  viz. :  were  the  logs  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, or  were  they  the  property  of  Ellis,  as  assignee  of  Arbo,  or  of  Muirhead, 
and  the  plaintiff  claiming  title  through  Marooney ,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to 
show  title  in  Marooney,  which  he  had  failed  to  do,  and  therefore  he  coulJ 
not  recover  for  the  Marooney  logs. 

Per  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ ^The  logs  when  taken  were  the  property  of 

the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  on  all  the  issues 
raised. 

Per  Fournier  J — The  defendant  might  have  justified  under  the  writ,  and 
the  court  might  grant  leave  to  add  such  a  plea,  but  in  that  event  the  costs 
should  be  paid  by  defendant. 

Per  Henry  J — No  effort  having  been  made  in  the  court  below  to  add 
such  a  plea  it  was  too  late  and  contrary  to  precedent  and  justice  now  to 
admit  it. 

Per  Gwynne  J.— When  the  plaintiff  fails  to  show  in  evidence  that  he 
was  in  actual  possession  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  and  is  therefore  driven  to 
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rest  on  the  goodness  of  his  titlo  to  the  property,  a  defendant  may  ,in  rebuttal 
of  the  evidence  of  such  title,  set  up  a  bare/ua  tertii  without  showing  he  had 
any  authority  frona  the  thiid  person  having  such  title.  So  a  sheriff  sued  for 
taking  the  goods  Of  the  plaintiff  may  show,  under  this  issue,  that  the  goods 
belonged  to  a  third  party  against  whom  he  took  them  in  execution.  The 
several  matters  therefore  alleged  in  the  3rd,  4th  and  5th  pleas  were  matters 
which  could  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  issue  joined  upon  the 
2nd  plea.  As  to  the  5th  plea,  in  view  of  the  evidence  it  was  quite  inappro- 
priate to  such  evidence,  for  the  writ  of  replevin  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  as  sheriff  to  be  executed  did  not  vest  in  the  defendant  any  pro- 
perty in  the  goods,  the  taking  of  which  was  complained  of,  so  as  to  euable 
him  to  justify  the  taking  as  his  own  property  as  is  done  in  the  5th  plea. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Swim  T.  Sheriff-lOth  June,  1881. 

15.  Partnership  betv«reen  Contractors — Nature  of  contract. 

See  PARTNERSHIP  3. 

16.  For  carriage  of  Steel  Rails — Representation  by  Agent  of  Crown. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  17. 

17.  Contract  for  extra  worU— nerislon  of  Engineer  nn  to  price  binding— 
InterroeatorioN  on  falts  et  articles,  when  to  be  take  pro  confessis— 
Art.  230  C.  C.  P.— Motion  for,  neceNHary. 

An  action  for  $37,000  which  the  respondents  claimed  were  due  them  for 
balance  or  a  sum  of  $103,213.96,  amount  of  work  performed  under  contract 
between  appellant  and  respondents,  and  extra  work  agreed  to  between  res- 
pondents and  appellant. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  Held.  Taschereau  J.  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  1.  The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  that  the  fails  et 
articles  submitted  to  the  appellant  should  be  taken  pro  confeasis,  because 
the  answers  thereto  were  not  direct,  categorical  and  precise  (art.  229  C.  C. 
P.)  was  not  open  to  the  respondents,  as  they  had  failed  to  make  a  motion  to 
that  effect  in  the  court  of  first  instance.  The  case  of  McOreevy  v.  Pailli 
(5  Leg.  News  95,)  confirmed  by  Supreme  Court,  was  not  in  point  as  a  motion 
had  been  regularly  made  and  granted  in  the  Superior  Court.  Nor  has 
Douglas  v.  Ritchie,  18  L.  C.  Jur.  274,  any  application.  There  the  defendant 
made  default  an  J  had  not  answered  the  fails  et  articles  at  all.  Here  the 
defendant  had  answered,  and  if  plaintiffs  desired  to  have  the  answers  set 
aside,  it  must  bo  by  motion. 

2.  The  appellant  was  entitled  to  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  as  to  an  item  of  $1,882.15,  which  appeared  to  have  been  allowed  by 
oversight. 
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3.  The  sum  of  $3,765.20  added  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  amount 
granted  by  the  Superior  Court  should  also  be  deducted  from  the  judgment, 
the  difference  between  20  and  24  eta.  per  yard  for  earth  work  done  in  1878, 
there  being  sufficient  evidence. to  establish  that  the  engineer,  who,  by  a 
clause  of  the  contract,  was  to  fix  the  prices  of  all  extra  work  and  whose 
decision  the  parties  were  bound  to  submit  to,  had  fixed  the  price  of  such 
work  at  20  cts. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  judgment  of  the  court  below  varied. 

McGi.  >7  T.  McCarron.— 18th  June,  1883, 

See  CONTRACT  12. 

18.  Not  complete  or  binding. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  13. 

19.  Rescission  of,  on  ground  of  fraud  a  nd  false  reprosontations. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  8. 
20*  BnlldinK  Contract— Enforcement  of— Violation  of  city  by>law— Liability 
of  oirner— Elfcct  of  by-law  pnHfued  after  contract  made. 

S.  &  Co.,  contractors  for  the  erection  of  a  building  for  the  respoudent  in 
the  city  of  St.  John,  N.B.,  brought  an  action  claiming  to  have  been  pre- 
vented by  respondent  from  carrying  out  their  contract.  The  declaration 
also  contained  the  common  counts,  part  of  the  work  having  been  performed. 
By  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  building,  when  erected,  would  not  have 
conformed  to  the  provisions  of  the  by-law  of  the  city  passed  (under  authority 
of  an  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  New  Brunswick,  41  Vic.  ch.  7)  two 
days  after  the  contract  was  signed. 

On  the  trial  of  the  action  the  plaintiffs  were  non-suited,  and  an  appli- 
cation to  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  to  set  such  non-suit  aside 
was  refused. 

On  appeal  to  the  supreme  Court  of  Canada,  HcUl,  Henry  J.  dissenting, 
that  the  by-law  of  the  said  city  of  St.  John  made  the  said  contract 
illegal,  and  therefore  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover.  Walker  v.  McMillan 
(6  Can.  S.  C.  R.  241.    See  contract  4)  followed. 

Per  Henry  J.— That  the  erection  of  the  building  would  not,  so  far  as 
the  evidence  showed,  be  a  violation  of  the  by-law,  and  therefore  the  non- 
suit should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Spears  v.  Walker.-23rd  June,  1885. 

21.  Action  for  breach  of  contract  to  Happly  meat— Steward')*  deciHion  bind* 
Ing  on  the  parties— Forfeiture  of  deitosit— DamaKes; 

Action  of  damages  for  breach  of  the  following  contract : 

«' 26th  April,  1880." 
«  Tender  for  supplying  the  Windsor  Hotel,  Montreal,  with  meat,  &c.  from 
lat  May  to  let  November,  1880. 
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"  We  the  undersigned  do  hereby  agree  to  supply  the  Windsor  Hotel, 
"  Montreal,  with  joints,  &c.,  of  meat,  at  the  prices  quoted,  viz :  (here  follows 
"  a  description  of  the  articles  to  be  supplied  and  the  prices.) 

"  The  quantity  and  quality  of  the  foregoing  supplies  to  be  satisfactory  to 
« the  steward  of  the  hotel,  and  two  hundred  dollars  ($200)  are  now  handed 
"  the  Windsor  Hotel  Syndicate  as  security  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  the  cou- 
''  tract,  to  be  forfeited  in  case  of  non-performanoe,  and  if  at  any  time  the 
"  hotel  steward  is  obliged  to  procure  supplies  elsewhere  through  any  cause 
"  or  negligence  of  ours,  any  excess  of  cost  then  paid  over  the  prices  of  this 
"  contract  shall  be  chargeable  against  the  deposit  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
"  The  said  deposit  shall  not  bear  interest. 

"  This  contract  may  be  cancelled  by  the  Windsor  Hotel  Syndicate  at 
"  any  time  should  they  lease  or  sell  the  hotel,  or  should  the  hotel  from  any 
"  cause  be  closed  before  lat  November  next. 

"  Should  this  contract  be  satisfactorily  fulfilled  the  deposit  of  two  hun- 
"dred  dollars,  or  any  balance  of  the  same  remaining  in  accordance  with  fore- 
"  going  terms,  shall  be  returnable  on  demand  to  us. 

"  All  accounts  to  be  paid  weekly. 

(Signed)       "  Bbown  Bros. 

"  The  foregoing  tender  and  contract  accepted. 

(Signed)        "  Windsor  Hotel  Syndicate, 
"  by  Gborqe  Iles, 
"  Secretary  House  Managing  Committee. 

«  Montreal,  April  30th,  1880." 

Plaintiff  supplied  meat  until  the  30th  of  June.  The  steward  of  the 
hotel  was  dissatisfied  and  repeatedly  notified  the  plaintiff  of  his  dissatisfac- 
tion, but  did  not  immediately  stop  receiving  meat.  The  supplies  continuing 
unsatisfactory  to  the  steward,  and  in  his  opinion  not  according  to  the  con- 
tract, he  so  decided  and  reported  his  decision,  and  the  contract  was  can- 
celled whereby  the  deposit  became  forfeited.  The  defendants  had  been 
obliged  to  expend  $168  more  than  the  deposit  in  obtaining  meat  elsewhere. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  lltMrt,  aflBrming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  that  the  parties 
having  agreed  to  make  the  steward  the  sole  judge  and  to  abide  by  his 
decision,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  by  it.  Further,  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  steward's  dissatisfaction  was  justified  by  the  inferiority  of  the  meat 
supplied,  and  that  there  was  no  mala  fides  on  his  part,  but  that  he  had 
acted  bond  fide  under  a  reasonable  sense  of  dissatisfaction. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs  (Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting). 

Brown  T.  Allan— aSrd  Jane,  1884. 
6 
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22.  Completed  by  letters— Statute  of  frauds. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  10. 

23.  Contract  to  haw  Inmber— RcclMlon  of— Finding  of  Jnry  RlKht  to  re> 
cover  on  common  connts  for  work  done. 

The  plaintift  was  employed  by  the  defendant  under  a  written  agree- 
ment, not  under  seal,  to  saw  lumber  in  the  defendant's  mill,  of  which,  under 
the  agreement,  plaintifi  had  possession  and  charge. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  that  this  agree- 
ment was  rescinded,  and  that  the  plaintifi  was  entitled  to  recover  on  the 
common  counts,  for  the  work  actually  done  up  to  the  time  of  the  alleged 
recission. 

The  jury  found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  facts  bearing  upon 
the  alleged  recission,  and  the  Supreme  CJourt  of  Nova  Scotia  refused  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  Rigby  J.  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court.  (See 
5  Russell  &  Geldert  381). 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  judgment  appealed 
from  was  correct,  because  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury 
in  finding  that  the  agreement  in  question  had  been  rescinded,  and  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  work  done  by  the  latter  up  to 
the  time  of  the  said  recission. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  for  the  reasons 

given  by  Rigby  J.  ia  the  court  below  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

(Ritchie  C.  J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting). 

A  ppeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Toung  T.  Tracey.— Kth  Feby.  1885. 

a'k.  Tender  for  contract  by  firm— Assltrnnient  of  interest  in  tender  to  third 
person— Alteration  of— ^Specification  after  tender  and  before  accopt> 
ance-ProvlMlon  inserted  ngainst  assignment— Yncomple  coutract-Ko 
locus  standi  in  individual  member  of  Arm  to  bring  action. 

On  the  1st  of  February,  ISSC  the  corporation  of  the  village  of  St. 
Gabriel  published  a  notice  calling  for  lenders  for  certain  waterworks  required 
for  the  village,  according  to  plan  and  specification. 

C.  St.  James  &  Co.  tendered  "  to  do  the  several  works  of  supplying  and 
laying  water  pipes  in  this  village  according  to  plan  and  specification,"  for  the 
8umof$37,600.y9. 

The  specification  did  not  contain  any  prohibition  against  transferring  or 
or  making  over,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  contract  for  said  works. 

The  tender  of  C.  St.  James  «fe  Co.,  when  the  tenders  were  opened,  which 
was  on  the  2nd  March,  1880,  was  found  to  be  the  lowest  but  one,  that  of  E. 
Dubuc  &  Co.  By  a  memo,  of  agreement,  made  on  the  5th  of  March,  1880, 
between  C.  St.  James  and  Alexander  Chisholm,  doing  business  together  under 
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the  name  of  C.  St.  James  &  Co.,  of  the  first  part,  and  one  Charles  E.  Torrance, 
of  the  second  part,  the  parties  of  the  first  part  transferred  all  their  interest 
in  or  to  and  by  virtue  of  the  tender  to  the  party  of  the  second  part,  for  $500, 
a  furtlier  sum  of  |5(X)  to  be  paid  by  the  pai-ty  of  the  second  part  when  con- 
tract should  be  awarded  by  by-law  duly  passed. 

Dubuc  &  Co.  having  availed  themselves  of  certain  irregularities  to  with- 
draw their  tender,  the  St.  Gabriel  council  decided  to  make  some  changes  in 
the  plans  and  specifications,  and  at  a  meeting  held  on  the  12th  July,  1880, 
resolved  that  the  specification  as  made  by  the  engineer  of  the  corporation, 
with  the  corrections  as  amended  by  the  council,  be  accepted  and  adopted, 
and  that  Mr.  Casimir  St.  James  should  be  allow vjd  two  days  to  consider  the 
specification,  and  if  he  should  '  ^cept  that  he  should  attend  on  the  15th 
at  3  p.m.  to  sign  the  contract. 

The  new  specification  to  which  reference  was  made  in  the  resolutions, 
contained  among  other  clauses  the  following :  "  The  contractor  will  not  be 
permitted  to  sub- let  any  portion  of  the  work,  except  for  the  delivery  of 
materials,  without  the  consent  of  the  Municipal  Council." 

In  the  afternoon  of  the  ir)th  July,  Casimir  St.  James  and  Alexander 
Chisholm  went  to  the  office  of  the  respondent's  notary  for  the  purpose  of 
signing  the  contract  referred  to  in  the  resolutions.  At  the  same  time  Mr. 
Torrance  presented  himself,  and  claimed  the  right  to  sign  the  contract  in 
question,  as  being  the  transferee  of  the  two  individuals  above  referred  to, 
producing  and  communicating  to  the  Mayor,  who  was  present,  the  document 
hereinbefore  referred  to,  by  which  C.  St.  James  &  Co.  had  transferred  to 
him  all  their  interest  in  the  contract  in  question. 

The  Mayor  thereupon  requested  delay  until  the  evening  to  consult  the 
council,  which  was  to  meet  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  a<^'ournment 
on  the  12th  July. 

At  the  council  meeting  which  was  held  the  same  evening,  the  Mayor 
made  a  report  of  the  respective  pretentions  of  St.  James  and  Chisholm  and 
Mr.  Torrance.  St.  James  was  called  upon  by  the  members  of  the  council  to 
state  whether  Mr.  Torrance's  pretentions  were  founded,  and  whether  it  was 
true  that  that  gentleman  was  the  transferee  of  C.  St.  James  &  Co.'s  interest 
under  the  tender  which  they  had  submitted.  The  result  was  that  the  council 
determined  not  to  give  the  contract  to  C.  St.  James  &  Co.,  but  ssnt  for  the 
next  lowest  tenderers,  to  whom  they  made  an  offer  on  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions proposed  to  St.  James  &  Co.  at  the  meeting  of  the  12th  July,  and  this 
offer  having  been  accepted  it  was  resolved  to  give  such  next  lowest  tenderers 
the  contract,  and  the  contract  with  them  was  signed  the  next  day. 

St.  James,  in  his  own  name,  and  pretending  to  be  the  only  person 
interested  in  the  tender  of  C.  St.  James  &  Co.,  then  instituted  an  /action  in 
6i 
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damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  which  he  pretended  waB  entered  ititn 
between  himself  and  respondent  under  the  resolutions  of  12th  July,  1880. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Ijower  Canada  (Chagnon  J.)  dismissed  the  plain- 
tiff's action,  holding  that  the  evidence  showed  no  individual  tender  by  St. 
James,  but  one  by  St.  James  and  Chisholra,  as  constituting  the  firm  of  C,  St. 
James  &  Co.,  that  therefore  the  plaintiff'  had  ro  locus  standi  to  maintain  the 
action  in  his  own  name;  that,  besides,  under  the  circumstances  there  never 
liadbeen  any  completed  contract  between  the  parties;  the  provision  against 
assigning  the  contract  was  a  material  stipulation  which  had  been  violated  by 
the  assignment  to  Mr.  Torrance,  and  that  the  council  had  been  justified  in 
refusing  to  accept  the  tender. 

This  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Review  at  Montreal,  but 
was  restored  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada  (appeal  side). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting, 
that  the  judgments  of  the  Superior  Court  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  be  affirmed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

St.  James  v.  Tbe  Corporation  of  Bt.  (tahrlel.— 12tb  May,  1885. 

25.  Suit  for  reciesion  of— Fraud — Evidence. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  14. , 

26.  Hiring  and  servlce-Clerfc— Money   paid  ont— Prvncrlptlon. 

R.  brought  action  against  Y.  and  others,  the  heirs  of  D.  D.  Y.,  for  ser- 
vices done  as  clerk  to  the  executor  of  D.  D.  Y.'s  will,  in  administering  the 
estate  and  for  money  paid  and  laid  out  for  estate. 

Pleas:  Tliat  all  demands  for  salary  were  prescribed,  by  two  years 
under  C.  C.  of  L.  C.  Art.  2261,  and  all  sums  advanced  to  estate  and  paid  for 
and  on  account  of  it  by  five  years  under  C.  C.  Art.  22^0  §  6.  2.  That  the 
executor,  who  received  $400  p.  a  under  the  will  had  no  right  to  employ  a 
clerk  at  expense  of  estate  to  do  the  work  thereof,  and  R.'s  work  was  done 
for  executor,  against  whom  alone  he  had  a  claim. 

ttcid,  by  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  that  the  only  prescription  for 
yearly  sabry  was  that  of  5  years,  under  Art.  2260  §  6,  while  that  of  30  years 
alone  was  applicable  to  claim  for  moneys  laid  out  for  estate.  That  the 
general  powers  of  an  executor  include  the  engagement  of  clerks  to  keep 
the  books  of  the  estate  and  to  carry  on  its  affairs  (C.  C.  914);  and  $1,754 
was  awarded  to  R. 

Tn  appeal  the  holdings  of  the  Superior  Court  upon  the  several  questions 
of  law  were  affirmed,  bul  the  action  was  dismissed  (Tessier  and  Cross  JJ. 
dissen'ing)  on  the  ground  that  there  was  evidence  that  R.  had  agreed  to 
accept  ^iOO  p.  a.  and  had  been  paid  that  sum. 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  L.  C.  should  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  Superior 
Court  varied  by  increasing  the  amount  awarded  R.  to  |r),607., 

Rattraj  t.  Young.— lOtb  November,  1SS5, 

See  AGREEMENT. 
"    PETITION  OF  RIGHT  16. 

Contributory — Right  of  action  against  in  winding  up  proceedings 
under  The  Imperial  CQmpanies'  Act,  1862. 
-Sea  CORPORATIONS  15. 

2.  Of  Bank  of  P.E.I.— Liability  of,  under  ISth  Vic.  ch.  10,  and  19th  Vic. 

oh.  U,  P.E.I. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  7. 

3.  Eight  of  set  off  by,  in  action  against. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  8. 

Conversion  by  sheriff. 

See  CORPORATIONS  5. 
«  TROVER. 

Corporations — PnbHc  company  ander  87  and  88  Vic.  eta.  23— Share- 
holders  I.labllltieii. 

Certain  shares  in  a  company  incorporated  by  letters  patent,  issued  under 
27  and  28  Vic.  ch.  23,  were  allotted,  by  a  resolution  passed  at  a  special 
general  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  to  themselves,  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  shares  held  by  them  at  that  time,  at  40  per  cent,  discount, 
deducted  from  their  nominal  value,  and  scrip  issued  for  them  as  fully  paid 
up.  G.,  under  this  arrangement,  was  allotted  nine  shares,  which  were  sub- 
sequently assigned  to  the  appellant  for  value  as  fully  paid  up.  Appellant 
enquired  of  the  secretary  of  the  company,  who  also  informed  him  that  they 
were  fully  paid-up  shares,  and  he  accepted  them  m  good  faith  as  such,  and 
about  a  year  afterwards  became  a  director  in  the  company.  The  shares 
appeared  as  fully  paid  up  on  the  certificates  of  transfer,  whilst  on  each  coun- 
tei'foil  in  the  share-book  the  amount  mentioned  was  "Shares,  two,  at  $3(XJ — 
$600." 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that  a 
person  purchasing  shares  in  good  faith,  without  notice,  from  an  origina' 
shareholder  under  27  and  28  Vic.  ch.  23,  as  sharef.  fully  paid  up,  is  not  liabk 
to  an  execution  creditor  of  the  company  whose  execution  has  been  returned 
nulla  bona,  for  the  amount  unpaid  upon  the  shares.  (Richards  C.J.  and 
|Utchie  J.  dissenting.) 

^cCi^akep  V.  l^^ljxiiTe>~\,  479. 
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2.  JRuilway  Company — Mortgage  by,  of  road. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES   I.   . 

3.  Railway  Company — Liability  of  for  Fraudulent  Shipping  Note  JHiued 
by  Agent. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  5. 

4.  Want  of  Seal. 

See  INSURANCE,  LIFE  2. 

5.  Wale  by  Corpomtlon— Attachment— Absent  and  AbnenndinK  Itebtorw*  Art 

of  Nova  Srotia,  eh.  07,  Rev.  Statn.   of  N.  S— Demurrer-Con*  ernlon   by 
SheriiT- JnHtltlcation  under  Order  of  €ourt— Seal. 

One  H.  instituted  proceedings  against  L.  C.  M.  Company,  the  oflBcers  of 
which  resided  in  the  United  States,  but  which  did  business  in  Nova  Scotia, 
and,  on  the  25th  May,  1872,  caused  a  writ  of  attachment  to  bo  issued  out  of 
the  Supremo  Court  at  Amherst,  under  the  Absent  and  Absconding  Debtors' 
Act  of  Nova  Scotia,  directed  to  the  appellant,  the  High  Sheriff  of  the  County 
of  Cumberland  Under  this  writ,  the  appellant  seized  certain  chattels  as 
being  the  chattels  of  the  said  company.  On  the  Tith  November,  1872,  an 
order  was  issued  out  of  the  said  court,  directing  the  appellant  to  sell,  and 
the  appellant  did  sell  said  chattels  as  being  of  a  perishable  nature.  On  the 
11th  December,  1874,  a  discontinuance  was  filed  in  the  said  cause  by  H. 
On  the  30th  May,  1876,  the  respondent  commenced  an  action  against  appel- 
lant for  the  conversion  of  the  chattels  in  question,  contending  that  the  com- 
pany, having  failed  in  its  operations  and  being  desirous  of  winding  up  its 
affairs,  and  being  indebted  to  him,  had  sold  and  conveyed  to  him  the  said 
chattels  by  a  certain  memorandum  of  sale,  dated  5th  July,  1 8*)7,  "  signed  on 
behalf  of  the  company,"  by  one  "Hawley,  agent."  To  this  memorandum  a 
seal  was  affixed  which  did  not  purport  to  be  the  seal  of  the  company.  The 
appellant  pleaded  to  the  declaration,  that  he  did  not  convert ;  goods  not 
plaintiff's ;  not  possessed  |  and  also  a  special  plea  of  .justification,  setting  forth 
the  proceedings  by  H.,  and  that  he  had  seized  and  sold  the  goods  as  the 
goods  of  the  company,  in  obedience  to  the  attachment  and  order  issued  in 
said  proceedings.  The  respondent  replied,  setting  up  tlie  discontinuance. 
The  appellant  rejoined  that  the  proceedings  were  not  discontinued,  and  that 
the  discontinuance  was  not  filed  till  after  the  sale.  ITe  also  demurred,  on 
the  ground  that,  being  bound  to  obey  the  order  of  the  court,  he  could  not  be 
affected  by  the  discontinuance. 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  of  $500  damages  was  rendered  for  respondent.  Tlie 
appellant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  verdict,  and  the  rule  and  demurrer 
were  argued  together.  The  court  below  refused  to  set  asida  tht  verdict  and 
gave  judgment  for  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 
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Hold,  that  tlie  appeal  Hhoiild  be  allowed  ;  that  tho  jilea  of  juatification 
Hhowed  a  suffioient  answer  to  the  declaration ;  that  the  replication  was  ba<], 
and  that  the  verdict  must  be  set  aside  and  judgment  be  for  the  defendant  on 
the  demurrer. 

Per  Ritchie  J.  dissenting — Tliu  seizing  under  the  attachment,  and  not  the 
sale,  constituted  the  conversion ;  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that 
the  chattels  in  question  had  been  transferred  by  the  company  to  respondent, 
and  under  sec.  15  oh.  53  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia,  the  sale  of 
the  chattels  did  not  require  to  be  under  the  corporate  seal  of  the  company. 

Per  Strong  J. — The  sale,  and  not  the  seizure,  was  the  oonvorsion  com- 
plained of,  and  to  this  the  order  of  the  court  was  a  sufficient  answer.  Semble, 
a  mere  taking  of  the  goods  of  a  third  person  under  a  mesne  attachment  against 
a  defendant  to  keep  them  in  medio  uutil  the  termination  of  the  action  is  not 
a  conversion. 

Per  Henry  J — The  order  for  the  sale  would  not  have  been  a  juatification 
for  the  original  levy  on  the  goods,  as  well  as  for  the  sale,  if  they  had  been  the 
property  of  the  respondent,  but  the  evidence  failed  to  show  a  sale  by  the 
company  to  the  respondent.  Such  a  sale  would  require  to  be  under  the 
corporate  seal  of  the  company,  and  did  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  sec. 
15  oh.  53  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia. 

Mclean  t.  Bradley.— II,  535. 

6.    Nbaretaolder  In  public  company —Action  affalnst  by  cr<>dltorfi  of  company 
— Reglatratlon  of  certificate— Con.  Stat.  €.  cb.  63.  sees.  33,  HS. 

In  an  action  brought  by  McK.  under  the  provisions  of  Con.  Stats.  Can. 
ch.  63,  against  E.  et  at.  as  stockholders  of  a  joint  stock  company  incorpor- 
ated under  said  Act,  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  unpaid  judgment  they  had 
obtained  against  the  company,  the  defendants  K.  et  al.  pleaded,  inter  alia, 
that  they  had  paid  up  their  full  shares  and  thereafter  and  before  suit  had 
obtained  and  registered  a  certificate  to  that  effect. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  under 

sees.  33,  34  and  35  ch.  63  Con.  Stats.  Can.,  as  scjon  as  a  shareholder  has  paid 

up  his  full  shares  and  has  registered,  although  not  until  after  the  30  days 

mentioned  in  sec.  35,  a  cortificate  to  that  effect,  hia  liability  to  pay  any  debts 

of  the  company  then  existing  or  thereafter  contracted  ceases,  excepting 

always  debts  to  employees,  as  specially  mentioned  in  sec.  36.    (Ritchie  C.J. 

and  Fournier  J.  dissenting.) 

McKenzle  v.  Klttrldge.-lv,  368. 

( •     frespaita  by  Individual  lorporatora—Vlea— Corporation  may  sue  its  mem« 
Ler«-K«v.  Stats.  H.  S.  (1th  series)  eta.  23  sec.  30. 

J.C.  and  J.  A.C.,  while  trustees  of  school  section  No.  16,  south  district  of 
Pictou  county,  and  N.  C.  as  their  servant,  entered  upon  the  school  plot  be- 
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longing  to  their  section,  remored  the  school  luniae  from  its  ibuntUtion  and 
deetrojred  a  portion  a(  the  stoiiu  wall.  Subsequently,  the  trustees  of  said 
school  section  brought  an  actios  of  trespass  quote  ehnuum  /regit  and  de 
bonis  asportatit  against  the  said  J.  C,  J.  A.  C.  and  N.  C,  for  injury  done  to 
the  school  house,  the  property  of  the  section.  The  defendants  pleaded  inter 
o/ia  justification  of  the  acts  com|)lained  of,  assertiitg  that  the  acts  were 
legally  performed  by  them  in  their  capacity  of  trustees.  Sub-sec.  4  of  sec. 
30^  cap.  23,  Ilev.  Stats.  N.  S.  (4th  aeries),  declares  that  the  sites  for  school 
houses  shall  be  defined  by  the  trustees,  sulyeet  to  the  sanction  of  the  three 
nearest  commissioners  residing  out  of  the  section.  In  this  oase  the  sanction 
of  the  three  nearest  commissioners  was  not  obtained. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  under  cap.  23,  Rev.  Stats.  N.  S.  (4th  series)  J.  C,  J. 
A.  C.  and  N.  C.  were  uot  authorized  to  remove  the  school  house  from  its  site 
in  the  manner  mentioned.  That  defendants  having  subsequently  abused 
their  right  to  enter  upon  the  lands  of  the  corporation  by  an  overt  act  of 
spoliation,  the  pitontiffs,  who  are  a  'corporate  body  and  are  identical  with  the 
corporation  whicia  existed  at  the  time  of  the  trespass,  can  maintain  trespass 
against  the  defendants  fov  the  ii^ury  done  to  the  corporate  property.  That 
when  an  action  is  broi.ght  in  the  name  of  a  corporation  without  due  author 
ity,  it  is  not  suflScient  fpr  the  defendants  to  plead  that  the  plaintiffe  did  not 
legally  constitute  tlie  corporation,  but  in  such  a  case  defendants  ought  to 
apply  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  stay  proceedings. 

PIctoQ  School  TnisteeR  t.  Oaneron.— II.  6M. 

8.  Allotment  of  Mock— Hotle«  of— B.W.  Co.— Action  bjr  cvoditor  ncnlnst  s 
■harekoldcr— Conditional  aifreenient. 

The  appellani/,  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  T.  G.  &  B.  Railway  Co.,  sued 
•the  respondent  as  a  shareholder  therein,  for  unpaid  stock.  From  the  evi- 
dence it  appeared  that  the  respondent  signed  the  stock  book,  which  was 
headed  by  an  agreement  by  the  subscribers  to  become  sharehoKers  of  the 
stock  for  the  amount  set  opposite  their  respective  names,  and  upon  allot- 
ment by  the  company  "of  my  or  our  said  respective  shares"  they  cove- 
nanted to  pay  ten  per  cent,  of  the  amount  of  the  said  shares  and  all  future 
calls.  The  company,  on  the  1st  July,  passed  a  resolution  instructing  their 
secretary  to  issue  allotment  certificates  to  each  shareholder  for  the  amount 
of  shares  held  by  him.  The  secretary  prepared  them,  including  one  for  the 
respondent,  and  handed  them  to  the  company's  broker  to  deliver  to  the 
shareholders.  The  brokers  published  a  notice,  signed  by  the  secretary,  in  s 
daily  paper,  notifying  subscribers  to  tlie  capital  stock  of  the  T.  O.  &  B.  Bail- 
way  Go.,  that  the  first  call  of  ten  per  cent,  on  tbe  stock  was  required  to  be 
paid  immediately  to  them.    The  respondent  never  called  for  or  reeaived  bit 
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cortifioate  of  allotment,  and  never  paid  the  ten  per  cent.,  and  swore  that  h« 
liad  never  bad  any  notice  of  the  allotment  having  been  made  to  him.  Hie 
oase  was  tried  twice,  and  the  learned  judge,  at  the  second  trial,  althou^  he 
found  that  the  respondent  had  subscribed  for  fifty  shares  and  had  been 
allotted  said  fifty  shares,  was  unable  to  say  whether  respondent  had  received 
actual  notice  of  allotment. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  document 
signed  by  the  respondent  was  only  an  application  for  shares,  and  that  it  was 
necessary  for  the  appellant  to  have  shown  notice  within  a  reasonable  time  of 
the  allotment  of  shares  to  respondent,  and  that  no  notice  whatever  of  such 
allotment  had  been  proved.    (Ritchie  C.J.  and  Owynne  J.  dissenting). 

HasmlUi  t.  MannlBK.-T.  417. 

8>    <'ompMiy— Actlou  r«r  ealln— MlareprcseMiatlva— C«Bln»«t— ■•pntfli»tt*B— 
Ac««l««c«aec  hj  receipt  af  dlvkleai4 . 

The  Stadacona  Insurance  Company,  incorporated  in  1874,  employed 
local  agents  to  obtain  subscriptions  for  stock  in  the  district  of  Quebec,  such 
local  agents  to  receive  a  commission  on  shares  subscribed.  At  the  solicita* 
tion  of  one  of  these  local  agents,  F.  X.  C,  intending  to  subscribe  for  five  paid- 
up  shares,  paid  t5<N)  ami  signed  his  name  to  the  subscription  book,  the  col- 
umns for  the  amount  of  the  subscription  and  the  number  of  shares  being  at 
the  time  left  in  blank.  These  coluoms  were  afterwards,  in  the  presence  of 
appellant,  fiMed  in  with  the  number  of  shares  (50  shares)  by  the  agent  of  the 
company,  without  F.  Z.  C.'s  concent.  Having  discovered  his  position,  one 
of  appellant's  brothers,  who  had  i>lso  subHcribed  in  the  same  way,  went  next 
day  to  Quebec  and  endeavored,  but  ineffectually,  to  induce  the  company  to 
relieve  them  from  the  larger  liability.  At  the  end  of  the  year  1875  the  com- 
pany declared  a  dividend  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  paid-up  capital  (,montant 
verii)  and  the  plaintiff  received  a  check  for  $50,  for  which  he  gave  a  receipt. 
In  the  following  year  the  company  suffered  heavy  losses,  and,  notwithstand- 
ing F.  X.  C.'s  repeated  endeavors  to  be  relieved  from  the  larger  liability, 
brought  an  action  against  him  to  recover  the  3rd,  4th,  5th  and  6th  calls  of 
five  per  cent,  on  50  shares  of  $1(X)  each,  alleged  to  have  been  subscribed  by 
.  F.  X.  C.  in  the  cspital  stock  of  the  company. 

Hold.  Ritchie  C.J.  dubUante,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below, 
that  the  evidence  Hhowed  the  appellant  never  entered  into  a  contract  to 
take  50  shares ;  that  the  receipt  given  for  a  dividend  of  10  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  actually  paid  {moniant  terti)  was  not  an  admission  of  his  liability 
for  the  larger  amount,  and  he  therefore  was  not  estopped  from  showing  that 
ho  wu  never,  in  fact,  holder  of  50  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  company. 

CQtft  V.  8U4l»eo9a  Uis.  Co.-vl,  19S. 
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10.  SlMrckoldeni— Vlffhl*  or-Tkc  BMiklav  Act,  S4  Tie.  ct.  S  «eoa.  lA  and 
OS— ■caolativaB  hy  directors  aad  ahareholdcni  not  binding  on  alMviit 
■luircliold«m  -Bqaltable  piMt. 

Bank  of  L.  brbught  an  action  against  S.,  the  appellant  (defendr^nt),  as 
shareholder,  to  recover  a  call  of  10  per  cent,  on  twenty-five  shares  held  by 
him  in  that  bank.  By  the  7th  plea,  and  for  defence  on  equitable  grounds, 
defendant  said, "  that  before  the  said  call  or  notice  thereof  to  the  defendant, 
the  defendant  made,  in  good  faith  and  for  valid  consideration  in  that  behalf,  a 
transfer  and  assignment  of  all  the  shares  and  stock  which  he  had  held  in 
the  bank  of  L.  to  a  person  authorized  and  qualified  to  receive  the  same,  and 
the  defendant  and  the  transferees  of  the  said  shares  or  stock  did  all  things 
which  were  necessary  for  the  valid  and  final  transferring  of  the  said  shares 
or  stock ;  but  the  said  plaintiffs,  without  legal  excuse  and  without  reason, 
refused  to  record  such  transfer,  or  to  register  the  same  in  the  books  of  the 
bank,  or  to  recognise  the  said  transfer.  And  the  defendant  prays  that  the 
said  bank  of  L.  shall  be  compelled  and  decreed  to  make  and  complete  the 
said  transfer,  and  to  do  all  things  required  on  its  part  to  be  done  to  make 
the  said  transfer  valid  and  effectual,  and  the  said  bank  of  L.  be  enjoined 
firom  further  prosecution  of  this  suit."         .,,,  r    > 

The  plaintiffs  filed  no  replication  to  this  plea,  but  at  the  trial  of  the 
action,  which  took  place  before  James  J.,  without  a  jury,  they  attempted  to 
justify  the  refusal  to  permit  the  transfer  of  the  shares  upon  the  ground  that 
at  a  special  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  bank  of  L.,  held  on 
the  26th  June,  1873,  it  was  resolved  '*  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  meeting, 
the  bank  of  L.  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  into  liquidation,  but  that  steps 
should  be  taken  to  obtain  a  loan  of  such  sum  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  bank  to  resume  specie  pay  men  tu,  and  that  the  shareholders  agree  to 
hold  their  shares  without  assigning  them  until  the  principal  and  interest 
due  on  such  loan  shall  be  fully  paid,  and  to  execute,  when  required,  a  bond 
to  that  eftect." 

The  defendant  was  not  present  at  the  meetl  r  g  when  this  resolution  ww 
passed,  and  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  bank  of  L.  effected  a 
loan  of  $80,000  from  the  baiik  of  S.  upon  the  security  of  one  B.,  who,  to 
secure  himself,  took  bonds  for  lesser  amounts  from  other  shareholders, 
including  the  defendant,  whose  bond  was  released  by  B.  when  the  defendant 
sold  his  shares.  This  ha  did  in  1877  to  certain  persons  then  in  good  stand- 
ing, andponerp.  of  attorney,  executed  by  defendant  and  the  purchasers 
-  respectively,  v  ere  sent  to  the  manager  of  the  bank  of  L.,  in  whose  favor  they 
were  drawn,  to  enable  him  to  complete  the  transfer.  The  directors  of  the 
bank  of  L.  refuse.!  to  permit  the  transfer,  but  the  defendant  was  not  notified 
of  their  refusal,  nor  did  they  make  any  claim  against  him  for  any  indebted- 
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nes8  on  his  part  to  the  bank ;  and  it  appeared  also  from  the  evidence  that 
subsequently  to  the  resolution  of  t)ie  26th  of  June,  1873,  and  prior  to  the 
sale  by  defendant  of  his  shares,  a  large  number  of  other  shares  had  been 
transferred  in  the  books  df  the  bank.  Ic  October,  1879,  the  bank  of  L. 
became  insolvent,  and  the  bank  of  S.,  the  roapondentSi  obtained  leave  to 
intervene  and  carry  on  the  action.  ,      .. 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  found  by  the  judge  in  favor  of  the  appellant ; 
but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  James  J.  dissenting,  made  absolute 
a  rule  niii  to  set  aside  the  verdict. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  Held,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  that  the  resolution  of  the 
26th  June,  1873,  could  not  bind  shareholders  not  present  at  that  meeting, 
even  if  it  had  been  acted  upon,  and  under  the  facts  disclosed  in  evidence 
the  defendant  could  not  be  deprived  of  his  legal  right  under  the  Banking 
Act  to  transfer  his  shares,  and  to  have  the  transfer  recorded  in  the  books 
of  the  bank ;  and  the  7th  plea  was  therefore  a  good  equitable  defence  to  the 
action. 

Per  Strong  and  Qwynne  JJ.— It  is  doubtful  whether  the  strict  rules 
applied  in  England  to  equitable  defences  pleaded  under  the  C.  L.  Procedure 
Act,  snould  be  adopted  with  reference  to  such  pleas  in  Nova  Scotia,  where 
both  le^  and  equitable  remedies  are  administered  by  the  same  court  and 
in  the  same  form  of  procedure. 

Smith  T.  Bank  ofNoTa  Bcotla-TlU.  8M. 

11*  ■.lability  of  Public  €oni|mny-»iiiur«liol(icr-87  *  »»  Vic.  eb.  SS-Eatoppel 
— HurtinMre  «r  ahareM. 

The  Ontario  Wood  Pavement  Company,  incorporated  under  27  A  28  Vic. 
ch.  23,  with  power  to  increase  by  by-law  the  capital  stock  of  the  company 
"  after  the  whole  capital  stock  of  the  company  shall  have  been  allotted  and 
pud  in,  but  not  sooner,"  assumed  to  pass  a  by-law  increasing  the  capital 
stock  from  $130,000  to  $250,000  before  the  original  capital  stock  had  been 
paid  in.  P  et  al.,  execution  creditors  of  the  company,  whose  writ  had  been 
returned  unsatisfied,  instituted  proceedings  by  way  of  set.  fa.  against  A.  as 
holder  of  shares  not  flilly  paid  up  in  said  company.  It  appeared  from  an 
examination  of  the  books  that  the  shares  alleged  to  be  held  by  A.  W{;re  shares 
of  the  increased  capital  and  uot  of  that  originally  authorized. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  as  there  was 
evidence  that  the  original  nominal  capital  of  $130,000  waa  never  paid  in,  the 
dire'^tors  had  no  power  to  increase  the  stock  of  the  company,  and  as  the  stock 
held  by  A.  consisted  wholly  of  new  unauthorized  stock,  P.  et  al.  were  not 
entitled  to  recover. 
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Per  Gwynne  J.  dissenting.l'he  objeotion  not  having  been  taken  by  tb» 
defendant,  or  tried,  the  court,  under  seo.  22  oh.  3R  R  H.  0.,  should  put  the 
questions  of  fact  upon  whioh  the  validity  and  suffloionoy  of  the  objectiom 
suggested  by  the  court  rested,  into  a  course  for  trial  in  due  form  of  law. 

Where  a  statutory  liability  is  attempted  to  be  imposed  on  a  party  which 
can  only  attach  to  an  actual  legal  shareholder  in  a  company,  he  is  not  estop- 
ped by  the  mere  fact  of  having  received  transfers  of  certificates  of  stock  from 
queitioning  the  legality  of  the  issue  of  such  stock. 

Per  Strong  and  Henry  JJ .  (Qwynne  J.  contra)— That  although  A,  a  morfr 
gagee  of  the  shares  and  not  an  absolute  owner,  had  taken  a  transfer  absolute 
in  form  and  caused  it  to  be  entered  in  the  books  of  the  company  as  u 
absolute  transfer,  he  was  not  estopped  from  proving  that  the  transfer  of  the 
■hares  waa  by  way  of  mortgage.    27  A  28  Vic.  oh.  23  sec.  5  sub-sec.  19. 

Page  T.  Aiutlip,-!,  m 

jL^*  49  Vie.  ell.  ••  (D.)-Conatractlon  ot-Wortgu  €oinp«oy-wiBdliMr>np. 

The  Steel  Company  of  Canada  (limited),  incorporated  in  England  under 
the  Imperial  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts,  1862-1867,  and  carrying  on  biui- 
nrtss  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  having  its  priacipal  place  of  business  at  London 
deny.  Nova  Scotia,  was,  by  order  of  a  judge,  on  the  application  of  the 
respondents  and  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  ordered  to  be  wound-up 
under  45  Vic.  ch.  23  (D).  The  appellants,  creditors  of  the  Steel  Companj. 
intervened,  and  objected  to  the  granting  of  the  winding-up  order  on  the 
grqond  t^at  45  Vic.  ch.  23,  was  not  applicable  to  the  company. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Sootis, 
Foumier  J.  dissenting,  that  45  Vic.  ch.  23  was  not  applicable  to  such  com- 
pany. 

Tbe  ]|ercl|»nM  9ank  of  Hallflix  t.  VUlesple.-x,  SIS. 

13.  Liability  of  for  Libel. 

See  LIBEL. 

14.  Benefit  Society — Bxpniflion  of  Member  from.        :  .        ,         • 

«e<  BENEFIT  SOCIETY. 

15.  The  (Xf^pvlal)  Coi^piuile«<  Act,  isea-f  ^er  maklnv  e«ll«  n«»lniit  pwt 
nemlMr— Bight  of  aetion  thereon -Declaration— Demarrer. 

Ihe  defendant  was  a  holder  at  one  time  of  100  shates  in  Barned'i 

Banking  Company  (limite'l)  but  had  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  companj 

before  the  commencement  of  the  winding  up.    An  order  for  the  winding  up 

.    of  the  said  company  having  been  made  by  the   High  Court  of  Chancery  in 

England,  and  the  defendant  having  been  placed  upon  the  list  of  contribu- 

tories,  pursi^ant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Winding  Up  Act,  the  said  court,  by 

an  order  made  on  2nd  January,  1870,  made  a  call  on  i^e  defen(|ajit  for  a 
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cnrtain  sum  in  ronpect  of  his  shares  in  the  said  company,  and  directed  him 
to  pay  it  to  one  of  the  official  liquidators. 

Hubbeqtiently  to  this  order,  the  plaintiffs  commenced .  this  action  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  ITpper  Canada,  and  their  declaration  being 
,     demurred  to  by  the  defendant,  the  matter  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term,  1876, 
and  the  demurrer  disallowed.    The  case  is  reported  in  36  U,  C.  Q.  B.  256. 

Afterwards  the  plaintiffs  amended  their  declaration  as  suggested  in  the 
judgment  then  given,  by  charging  the  defendant  distinctly  as  a  past  mem- 
ber, and,  the  amended  declaration  being  again  demurred  to,  the  matter  was 
argued  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  4th  October,  1877,  and  the 
demurrer  was  allowed,  Wilson  J.  dissenting.  The  decision  is  reported  in 
.  40  U.  C.  Q.  B.  435. 

From  this  decision  the  respondents  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
Ontario,  and  on  23rd  December,  1878  that  court  delivered  judgment  revers- 
ing the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  allowing  the  appeal. 
Heported  3  Ont.  App.  R.  371.  ,    , 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from  that 

judgment,  which  decided  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  calls 

was  a  debt  which  originated  at  the  time  he  became  a  holder  of  the  shares, 

.    and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  sue  h^m  here  for  the  recovery  there- 

of.  ■       .       . 

The  declaration  set  but  sedtions  6,  7,  38,  and  sub-seos.  1,  S,  3,  ^  4  of  sec. 
38;  sections  74,  75,  79  sub-seos.  4  4  5;  sec.  80  sub-sec.  4;  sections  81,83, 
92,  98,  102  and  106  of  the  Imperial  Companies'  Act  of  1862,  25  4  26  Vic. 
eh.  89.  The  declaration  then  set  out  that  the  plaintiffs  were  a  company  duly 
incorporated  and  registered  in  England  under  the  said  Act,  and  limited  by 
shares,  and  the  defendant  was  the  hold'-r  of  one  hundred  shares  in  the 
capital  stock  of  the  said  company,  and  was,  in  respect  of  th»»  said  shares,  a 
member  of  the  said  company,  and  had  hot  ceased  to  be  a  member  for  the 
period  of  a  year  or  upwards,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  winding  up 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  was  liable,  in  respect  of  the  said  shares,  to  con- 
tribute as  a  past  member  to  its  assets  in  the  event  of  its  being  wound  up, 
and  the  said  company  became  utoable  to  pay  its  debts,  and  thereupon  such 
proceedings  were  had  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  one  of  the  judges  of  that  court,  that  it  was  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  court  that  the  said  company  was  unable  to 
pay  its  debts,  and  the  said  court  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  just  and  equitable 
that  the  said  company  should  be  wound  up,  and  an  order  was  duly  made  by 
the  said  court  fbr  th«  winding  up  of  the  stud  company  by  the  said  court, 
and  all  things  happened  and  were  done  necessary  to  make  ihe  said  order 
valid  under  the  said  Act,  and  by  other  orders  of  the  said  court  Harvrood 


94 
Corporations —CoQti  nued . 

Walcot  Banner  and  John  Young  were  duly  appointed  oiftoial  liquidaton  of 
the  said  company,  and  by  another  order  of  the  sntd  court,  made  as  soon  u 
might  be  after  the  making  of  the  said  order  for  winding  up  the  said  com- 
pany, the  said  court  duly  settled  the  Hat  of  oontributories  to  the  asflets  of 

'  the  said  company,  and  thereby  declared  the  defendant  to  be,  and  Hettled 
him  on  the  said  list  as  a  contributory  in  respect  of  the  said  one  hundred 
shares  as  a  member  or  contributory  in  his  own  right,  and  as  included  in  the 
list  of  contributories,  on  the  sixth  day  of  December,  A.D.  1867,  and  after 
wards  by  an  order  duly  made  on  the  second  day  of  January,  1 870,  by  the 
said  court,  the  said  court  made  a  call  upon  the  defendant  of  thirty-three 
pounds  sterling  per  share  in  respect  of  fifty  of  the  said  shares  for  which  the 
defendant  had  been  so  settled  in  the  list  of  contributories,  and  a  call  of 
thirty-nine  pounds  ten  shillings  sterling  p«ir  share  in  respect  of  the  other 
fifty  of  the  said  shares,  and  ordered  that  the  defendant  should,  on  or  before 
the  ninth  day  of  September,  1870,  or  within  twenty-four  days  after  the  »er 
vice  of  the  said  order,  pay  the  said  sum  of  three  thousand  six  hundred  mi 
twenty-five  pounds  to  the  said  Harwood  Walcot  Banner,  of  26  North  John 
street,  Liverpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  one  of  the  said  official  liqui 
dators,  such  sum  being  by  the  said  order  declared  to  be  the  amount  due 
from  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  said  calls  of  thirty-three  pounds  per 
share,  and  of  thirty-nine  pounds  ten  shillings  per  share.  And  the  said  order 
was,  before  the  said  ninth  day  of  September,  duly  served  up»m  the  defen 
dant,  and  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  or  law,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
was  and  is  slill  in  full  force,  and  was  and  is  the  law  of  England  ;  and  til 
thmgs  happened  and  were  done,  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary  to  render 
the  defendant  liable  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  money,  and  to  entitle  the  plain 
tiffs  to  maintain  this  action  for  the  non-payment  thereof,  and  the  said  sum 
of  money  is  equal  to  the  sum  of  seventeen  thousand  six  and  forty-two  dollan 
of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  same,  and 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  thirty  thousand  dollars. 
>  To  this  declaration  the  defendant  demurred  on  the  following  grounds  :- 

That  the  declaration  did  not  show  any  facts  or  circumstances  which, 
under  the  laws  in  forae  in  thU  province,  give  the  plaintiffg  any  right  of  action 

,  against  the  defendant:  That  said  declaration  did  not  show  that  under  the 
alleged  Act  of  Parliament,  or  under  the  law  of  England  the  plaintiffs  had 
any  right  of  action  against  the  defendant :  That  it  appeared  by  said  deciar*. 
tion,  that  the  said  company  of  the  plaintiffs  was  being  wound  np  by  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  and  under  the  authority  of  the  alleged 
Act  of  Parliament  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  shown  to  have  the  power  under  said  Act  to  sue  or  bring  actions  for  any 


w 

Corporationfl—Continued.        •  •..,.» 

call  made  by  said  court :  That  it  was  not  ahown  that  any  calla  were  made  on 
the  alleged  shares  before  said  order  for  winding-up  was  made,  or  that  the 
defendant  was  the  holder  of  the  said  shares,  or  any  of  them,  at  the  time 
of  making  any  such  calls  or  that  he  ever   became  indebted    to  the  plain- 

^     tiffs  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  said  shares,  or  any  of  them  :    That  it 

'''  appeared  by  said  declaration  that  defendant  had  ceased  to  be  the  holder  of 
any  of  the  said  shares  before  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  of  the 
said  company,  and  that  the  defendant  was  at  most  only  a  past  member : 
That  under  the  law  of  this  country  the  defendant  would  not  be  liable  for 
any  call  made  after  he  ceased  to  be  a  holder  of  said  shares,  and  the  declara- 
tion did  not  show  any  provision  of  English  law  that  made  him  liable  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  any  such  call :  Tliat  it  appeared  by  the  English  law  as  set  out 
in  said  declaration  that  a  past  member  like  the  defendant  was  not  subject  to 
the  same  liability  as  a  present  member,  and  said  declaration  did  not  show 
that  any  debts  or  liabilities  of  the  said  company  existed  to  or  in  respect  of 

^  which  defendant  was  liable  to  contribute  or  in  respect  of  which  he  could  be 
placed  on  the  list  of  coutributories,  or  that  he  was  liable  to  contribute  any- 
thing :  That  as  the  plaintiffs  were  now  suing  on  a  law  not  in  force  in  this 
country,  and  were  claiming  a  liability  which  did  not  exist  under  the  laws  of 
this  country,  they  were  bound  to  show  that  the  liability  they  claimed  clearly 
existed  under  the  English  law,  which  they  had  not  done :  That  it  appeared 
by  said  declaration  that  after  an  order  had  been  made  for  winding  up  a 
company  all  power  in  regard  to  collecting  or  getting  in  the  assets  of  the  said 
company  was  invested  in  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  which  was  a  specially 
appointed  tribunal  for  that  purpose  and  had  special  and  extraordinary  powers 
which  could  not  be  enforced  in  this  country:  That  it  appeared  that  any 
proceedings  had  were  not  final,  and  that  said  court  had  power  to  rectify  the 
list  of  contributories  and  could  at  any  time  remove  the  defendant's  name 

»  from  such  list:  Also,  that  said  court  had  the  power  to  restore  io  the 
defendant  all  or  any  part  of  the  moneys  which  he  might  pay  under  the 
raid  order  making  said  calls,  and  that  the  English  law  as  presented  by  said 

^  declaration  showed  that  the  proceedings  had  were  not  final  in  their  character 
like  a  judgment,  and  the  rights  of  plaintiffs,  if  any,  could  be  enforced  only  by 
said  special  tribunal,  and  not  by  suit  at  law  in  this  country. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Per  Ritchie  C.J.  and 
Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  (  Strong  and  Owynne  JJ.  dissenting),  that  assuming  an 
action  at  law  will  lie  for  a  call,  such  as  was  claimed  to  be  due  in  this  case,  as 
plaintiffs  could  not  avail  themselves  of  sec.  109  of  The  Companies'  Act,  1862, 
to  declare  generally,  nor  of  sec.  106  of  paid  Act,  making  the  order  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  money  ordered  to  be  paid  was  due,  for  the  reason  that 
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neither  of  those  sections  applies  to  actions  brought  in  this  country ;  and  m 
defendant's  liability,  if  any,  was  not  on  the  order  as  a  final  judgment,  but 
was  a  purely  statutory  liability  of  a  limited  character,  it  was  necessary  to 
allege  in  the  declaratiin  everything  required  by  the  statute  to  fix  the 
limited  liability  of  a  past  member  on  'he  defendant,  and  which  allegation, 
if  trareraed,  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  prove,  and  as  the  declaration  on 
its  fhce  contained  no  such  allegations  as  show  any  such  liability  of  defendant 
as  a  past  member,  it  was  therefore  bad. 

2.  Per  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ.^That  the  declaration  did  not  show 
any  right  under  the  Act  in  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  in  their  own  name. 

Appeal  allowed  with  coats. 

Beynolds  r.  B»rned's  Banking  Company.-^rd  Fcby  1880. 

16.  Balnt  Jobn  City— Power  of  Mayor,  Ac,  to  r»liie  tbe  level  of  the  streeto- 
■•tslnv  m  street  In  part  and  erectinc  fence  on  pnrt  so  raised  by  which 
aecea*  to  tbe  street  Is  cot  oir-9ron«snlt— Cbarter  of  city— Municipal 
<^nnclls,  powers  of. 

By  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Saint  John  the  corporation  was  given 
power  to  alter,  amend  and  repair  streets  theretofore  laid  out,  or  thereafter 
to  be  laid  out.  The  charter  is  confirmed  by  26  Geo.  3  ch.  46,  and  the  right 
to  alter  the  levels  of  streets  is  raoognized  by  9  Qeo.  4  ch.  4.  Church  street 
was  not  one  of  the  streets  originally  designated  on  the  plan  of  the  city.  It 
was  made  a  public  street  in  1811,  on  petition  of  the  owners  of  the  land 

'  through  which  it  passes,  who  gave  the  land  fbr  the  street.  In  1874  tbe 
corporation  raised  Church  street  below  Canterbury  street,  filling  it  in  to 
within  four  or  five  feet  of  the  plaintiff's  house  and  shop.  On  the  embank- 
ment so  made  in  fivnt  of  the  plaintiff's  house  and  shop  the  corporation 
erected  a  fence.  By  i-eason  of  this  the  plaintiff  had  no  access  from  the  street 
to  his  house  and  shop,  but  reached  them  by  the  narrow  passage  left  next 

'  ^  Hie  house  and  shop  running  easterly  towards  Canterbury  street  and  westerly 
toward  Prince  William  street. 

An  action  having  been  brought  against  the  Mayor,  Ac;  of  the  city  for 
the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff'  by  reason  of  so  filling  in  the  street  and 
erecting  the  fence,  the  plaintiff*  was  non-suited  by  Duff*  J.,  on  the  ground 
that  the  charter  and  Acts  of  Assembly  gave  the  defendants  full  authority  to 
'  raise  the  level  of  the  street,  and  that  in  them  was  vested  the  sole  discretion 
as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  doing  it,  and  that  having  exercised  a  bonAfidt 
discretion  in  the  matter  and  raised  it  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintifl 
was  not  the  subject  of  an  action ;  that  as  to  ti^e  erection  of  the  fence  on  the 
wall  it  was  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  and  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  put  it  there  for  that  purpose. 
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This  non-auit  was  set  aside  by  the  Supreme  Court  nf  New  Brunswick,  it 
being  there  held  by  Weldon,  Fisher  and  Wetmore  J.T.,  Allen  C.J.  and  Duff  J. 
dissenting,  that  the  corporation  had  no  right  to  All  in  the  street  in  the 
manner  in  which  they  did  it,  and  to  erect  the  fence  on  the  embankment  in 
front  of  the  plaintifTs  house  and  shop,  and  that  the  manner  in  which  the 
corporation  had  filled  in  the  street  and  erected  the  fence,  was  of  itself  evid- 
ence that  they  had  acted  carelessly  and  without  reasonable  skill  and  care 
and  that  the  consideration  of  this  should  not  have  been  withdrawn  from  the 
jury.    (See  2  Pugs.  &  Bur.  636.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held«  that  the  non*suit 
should  not  have  been  sot  aside.    Foumier  and  Henry  J  J.  disHenting. 

Per  Qwynne  J.,  Taschercau  J.  concurring. — ^That  the  defendants  have, 
under  the  several  Acts  of  Parliament  which  confirm  and  amend  their  charter, 
complete  legislative  power  to  raise  or  lower  the  level  of  the  streets  to  any 
extent  that  the  irregularities  of  the  ground  may  seem  to  the  corporation 
and  its  council,  as  representing  the  public,  to  require  for  the  benefit  and 
•  convenience  of  the  public,  cannot  be  doubted ;  the  councils  of  these  muni- 
cipal corporations  are  themselves  a  deliberative  law-making  assembly,  chosen 
by  the  people  to  do  whatever,  within  their  jurisdiction,  may  in  their  judg- 
ment be  necessary  for  the  public  benefit,  and  the  powers  conferred  upon 
them  must  therefore  have  a  liberal  construction  in  view  of  the  public 
rather  than  of  private  interests.  The  power  of  altering,  amending,  repairing 
and  improving  the  streets,  which  is  a  power  vested  in  the  corporation  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  whose  representatives  the  council  of  the  corpora- 
tion are,  is  restricted  by  no  condition  save  only  the  implied  condition  that 
what  shall  be  done  in  the  name  of  the  public,  and  ostensibly  for  their  benefit 
It  and  convenience,  shall  not  be  done  in  such  a  manner  as  in  reality  to  con- 
;    stitute  a  public  nuisance. 

The  plaintiff  has  never  rested  his  right  to  maintain  this  action  upon  the 
V    ground  that  the  act  complained  of  is  a  public  nuisance  from  which  he  sustain- 
ed peculiar  injury,  and  as  he  could  not  succeed  without  establifhing  the  act 
.    of  which  he  complains  to  be  such  public  nuisance,  the  non-suit  was  right 
and  should  be  affirmed. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

The  Mayor,  Ac,  of  St.  Jobn  v.  Pattlson— 98rd  Febrnarf ,  1880. 

17.  Bnlldinv  ■oele«y-By>lnw— Cb.  60  €.S.I..C.-Pnrcbwie  of  Innd— Ultra  vtrea. 

La  Cie  de  V.,  a  building  society  incorporated  under  ch.  69  Con.  Stats. 
L.  C,  by  its  by-laws,  on  the  2l8t  August,  1874,  declared  that  the  principal 
object  of  the  society  was  to  purchase  building  lots,  and  to  build  on  such  lots 
cottages  oostmg  about  $1,000  each  for  every  one  of  its  members.    In  order 

7 


91 

Corporations —Continaed. 

to  attain  ita  object,  the  company,  through  its  directors,  obeying  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  shareholders,  on  the  7th  October,  1874,  purchased  the  particular 
lots  described  in  the  by-laws,  and  contracted  for  the  building  of  twenty-four 
cottages  at  $l,2fiO  each,  the  amount  that  each  of  the  shareholders  had  agreed 
to  pay.  A  year  elapsed  during  which  the  cottages  were  built  and  drawn  hj 
lot  for  distribution  among  the  members.  On  the  11th  October,  1875,  the 
vendors  of  the  lots  and  contractors  for  the  building  of  the  cottages,  being 
shareholders  in  the  Dominion  Building  Society,  borrowed  money  from  the 
latter  society,  and  transferred  to  the  same,  as  collateral  security,  the  moneys 
due  them  by  the  appellants  in  virtue  of  the  deeds  of  purchase  and  building 
contract.  The  appellant  company  accepted  the  transfer  and  paid  some 
monies  on  account,  and  finally  a  deed  of  settlement  acte  de  reglemenl  de 
eotnte  was  executed  between  the  two  companies,  upon  which  was  based  the 
suit  against  the  appellants,  brought  by  H.  the  respondent,  as  assignee  of  the 
Dominion  Mortgage  Loan  Company,  which  name  was  substituted  for  that  of 
"  The  Dominion  Building  Society,"  by  40  Vic.  ch.  80  (D,) 

Held*  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  Strong  and  Ow^nne  JJ. 
dissenting,  that  the  transaction  in  ques  ion  was  within  the  objects  and  pu^ 
poses  for  which  the  society  was  incorporated,  and  was  therefore  not  ultra 
vire*.    See  3  Dorion's  R.  175. 

La  Compagnie  de  Ylllas  da  Cap  Gibraltar  t.  Hnehes.  33  June,  1884. 

18«    Public  Htreets— Dntjr  of  Corpontllon  na  to  repairs. 

W.  was  the  proprietor  of  an  omnibus  line  running  through  some  of  the 
principal  streets  of  Halifax  under  license  from  the  corporation.  Owing  to 
the  want  of  repair  on  some  of  the  streets,  and  the  accumulation  of  snow  and 
ice,  the  conveyances  could  not  be  run  according  to  time  table,  and  there 
was  a  falling  off  in  the  number  of  passengers  ;  moreover,  some  of  the  horses 
were  injured  and  vehicles  broken  or  damaged  by  the  rough  state  of  the 
streets. 

Held,  1.  Ritchie  C.J.  dissenting,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  corporaticA 
to  keep  the  streets  in  good  repair ;  and  2.  Qwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict,  having  proved  special  injury,  and 
the  damages  awarded  not  being  too  remote  nor  excessive. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  affirmed  and  appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 

The  City  of  Halifax  v.  Walker.-16th  February,  1885. 

19.   Hegllcence— Defeetlve  state  of  public  bridge— litobllKy  of  munlclpnlitjr 
ror-Damaffes— Kew  trial— JflMllrectlou. 

An  action  was  brought  against  the  municipality  of  Colchester  for  damages 

on  account  of  injury  to  the  plaintiff  from  falling  over  a  bridge  at  Acadia 

Mines,  such  bridge  being  at  the  tune  very  much  out  of  repair,  about  twenty 
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feet  of  the  railing  on  one  side  having  fallen  away.  At  the  trial,  it  waa  proyed 
that  one  of  the  ■tanding  committee!  of  the  munioipal  Council  was  a  com- 
mittee on  roads  and  bridges,  whose  duty  it  was,  amon^  other  things,  to  report 
to  the  regular  meetings  of  the  council  the  state  of  the  roads  and  bridgM  in 
the  oounty.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  whether  the  bridge  was  much  used 
as  a  thoroughfare  or  otherwise. 

'file  only  question  submitted  to  the  jury,  was  as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 
The  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  charged  "  that  the  accident  which  had  occurred 
to  the  plaintiff  was  a  most  disastrous  one,  resulting  from  thd  undoubted  neg- 
ligence of  those  on  whom  the  duty  lay  of  keeping  the  bridge  in  a  safe  oondi- 
tion,  and  that  the  liability  of  the  defendants  was  a  mutter  of  law  which  he 
would  reserve  for  the  full  court." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $3,000,  and  the  defendants 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  but  the  groundu  on  which  such  rule  wau 
obtained  did  not  include  misdirection  of  the  judge  at  the  trial.        ..     -.. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  were  equally  divided  on  the  argument 
of  the  rule  nisif  two  of  the  learned  judges,  Rigby  and  Weatherbe  JJ.,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  defendants'  counsel  had  agreed  in  the  view  propounded 
by  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial,  and  had  requested  the  court  to  determine 
the  question  of  law  first,  an  if  the  issue  of  negligence  had  been  found  against 
defendant,  upon  sufficient  evidence  and  under  a  proper  charge.  They  con- 
sidered the  case  disposed  of  by  Walker  v.  The  Gity  of  Halifax  (See  Corpora' 
tiont  18)  and  McQuarry  v.  The  Municipality  of  St.  Mary^s  (not  reported). 

McDonald  C.J.  and  Tompson  .1.  were  of  opinion,  that  the  reservation  at 
the  trial  was  a  reservation  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact,  and  they  not  only  doubted  their  power  to  draw  mferences  of 
fact  at  all,  but  were  unable  to  draw  the  inference  of  negligence,  the  evidence 
befng  silent  on  material  points,  such  as  whether  the  bridgii  waf  much  or  little 
travelled,  and  whether  the  alleged  defect  ever  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
county  officers. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held*  Strong  J.  dissenting, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict. 

Per  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  neglig- 
ence to  warrant  the  verdict,  and  the  case  reserved  for  the  court  being  on 
questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law,  a  new  trial  might  have  been  ordered,  not- 
withstanding the  objection  was  not  taken  either  at  the  trial  or  in  the  rule  niai. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Colchester  t.  Watson.-l6th  March,  1885. 

20.  Powers  of  Bridge  Company— Impeding  navigatiun— 43  Yio.  oh.  61 

and  44  Vic.  oh.  51  (D). 

See  NAVIGATION  3. 
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21.   Worth  Shore  Railway  Company-Authority   to  dm  Htrccta -Danacea- 
Mon-liablllty  of  Corporation— 16  Tie.  eh   100-89  Vic.  eh.  A  aec.  a. 

By  16  Vic.  ch.  100  (Q.)  the  North  Shore  Railway  Company  was  authorized 
to  construct  a  railway  to  connect  the  cities  of  Quebec  and  Montreal,  with  the 
restriction  that  the  railway  was  not  to  be  brought  within  the  limits  of  the 
city  without  the  permission  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  expressed  by  a 
by-law. 

In  July,  1872,  the  City  Council,  by  resolution,  had  given  to  the  North 
Shore  Railway  Company  the  liberty  to  choose  one  of  the  streets  to  the  north 
of  St.  Francis  street  in  exchange  for  St.  Joseph  street,  which  had  been  at  one 
time  chosen  for  that  purpose.  In  1874  the  City  Council  were  informed  by  the 
company  that  the  line  of  railway  had  been  located  in  Prince  Edward  street, 
and  the  company  asked  the  council  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  legalize  the 
line,  but  the  corporation  did  not  take  any  further  action  in  the  matter.  la 
1875,  the  company  being  imable  to  cany  on  its  enterprise,  the  railway  was 
transferred  to  the  Province  of  Quebec  by  a  notarial  deed,  and  the  transfer 
was  ratified  by  39  Vic.  ch.  2  (D.)  By  that  Act  the  name  of  the  railway  was 
changed  and  the  Legislature  authorized  the  construction  of  the  road  to  deep 
water  in  the  port  of  Quebec.  It  moreover  declared  that  the  railway  should 
be  a  public  work  and  should  be  made  in  such  places  and  in  such  manner  as 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  (Jouncil  ^liould  determine  and  appoint  as  best 
adapted  to  the  general  interest^  of  the  province.  After  the  passing  of  this 
Act  the  Provincial  Govei'i.uient  caused  the  road  to  be  completed,  and  it 
crossed  part  of  the  city  of  Quebec  from  iia  vrestern  boundary  by  passing 
through  Prince  Edward  litreet  alorig  ita  entire  length. 

The  road  was  completed  in  1876.  In  1878,  L.  (the  appellant)  owner  of 
several  houses  bordering  on  Prince  Edward  street,  sued  the  corporation  of 
the  city  of  Quebec  for  damages  suffered  on  account  of  the  construction  and 
working  c'  the  railway. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada  (appeal  side),  that  the  respondent  had  no  right  of  action  against  the 
corporation  for  the  damages  which  he  may  have  suffered  by  the  construction 
and  working  of  the  railway  in  question.  If  the  corporation  gave  the  authoriz- 
ation required  by  16  Vic.  ch.  100  sec.  3,  there  was  a  complete  justiGcation  of 
the  Acts  complained  of.  The  imposing  of  terms  was  discretionary  with  the 
corporation.  But  the  corporation  never  acted  on  the  demand  to  legalize, 
and  never  authorized,  the  building  of  the  railway  through  Prince  Edward 
street.  11  :he  corporation  could  have  prevented  the  government  from  con- 
structing the  railway  in  the  streets  of  the  city,  in  the  face  of  the  provisions 
of  39  Vic.  ch.  2,  the  respondent  could  also  have  prevented  it.    His  recourse, 
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if  any,  was  not  against  the  corporation  but  against  the  Froyinoial  Govern* 
ment,  the  owners  of  the  railway. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  cots.  ,\  .',:,.,  ■;  ,    . 

lofebTre  t.  The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  ({oehee.— 22nd  Jone,  1885. 

22.  Agreement  between  Monicipality  and  Boad  Ck)mpany  to  disoontinae 
use  of  Engine — Constraotion  of. 

S«e  AGREEMENT  13.  .: 

23.  WevlUrence— I.l»l»lllty  of  Corporation  for— Defective  aldewMlk— LawfU 
nae  of  street— Contirlbntory  necllirence—DainRvea.  .^';..   ..r  .     vi 

In  an  action  against  the  town  of  Portland,  N.B.,  for  damages  arising  from 
an  injury  caused  by  a  defective  sidewalk,  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  showed 
that  the  accident  whereby  she  was  injured  happened  while  she  was  engaged 
in  washing  the  vrindows  of  her  dwelling  from  the  outside  of  the  house,  and 
that  in  taking  a  step  backward,  her  foot  went  into  a  hole  in  the  sidewalk  and 
she  was  thrown  down  and  hurt ;  she  also  swore  that  she  knew  the  hole  was 
there.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  nature  or  extent  of  the  hole,  nor  was 
affirmative  evidence  given  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  any  officer  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

No  motion  for  non-suit  was  made,  and  the  jury  were  directed  that  if  the 
plaintiff  knew  the  hole  was  there,  it  was  contributory  negligence ;  but  if  she 
believed  it  was  firm  groimd  there  was  no  contributory  negligence. 

The  jury  awarded  the  plaintiff  $300  danutges,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial  was  discharged. 

Held,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  FournierJ.  dissenting,  that  there  should  be  a 
new  trial. 

Per  Henry  J. — ^That  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  using  the  street,  and  there 
was  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  corporation,  but  as  the  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  had  not  been  left  to  the  jury  as  it  should  have 
been  there  must  be  a  new  triaL 

Per  Gwynne  and  Taschereau  J  J. — That  there  was  no  evidence  of  neglig- 
ence to  justify  the  verdict,  and  a  non-suit  should  have  been  granted  if  moved 
for. 

For  Ritchie  CJ.  and  Foumier  J.  dissenting. — That  the  plaintiff  was 
;>'  neither  walking  nor  passing  over,  travelling  upon,  nor  lawfully  using  the  said 
street  as  alleged  in  the  deolaration,  and  she  was  therefore  not  entitled  to 
recover. 
Appeal  allowed  and  new  trial  ordered. 

The  Town  orPortl!»nd  t.  erilllths.-16tii  KoTember,  1885. 
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24.  Promotem  of  company— Action  aKittnit  company  and  promolom  for 
fraudulent  mliireprescutation— Action  ex  delicto  for  deceit— Fraudnlcat 
concealment— ProspectUN,  alleged  mlsstatementa  'n. 

A  suit  was  brought  against  a  joint  stock  company,  and  against  four  of  the 
shareholders  who  had  been  the  promoters  of  the  company.  The  bill  alleged 
that  the  defendants,  other  than  the  company,  had  been  carrying  on  a  lumber 

'  business  as  partners  and  had  become  embarrassed  ;  that  they  then  concocted 
the  scheme  of  forming  a  joint  stock  company ;  that  the  sole  object  of  the 
proposed  joint  stock  company  was  to  relieve  the  members  of  the  firm  from 
personal  liability  for  debts  incurred  in  the  said  business  and  induce  the  pub- 
lic to  advance  money  to  carry  on  the  business ;  that  application  was  made 
to  the  Government  of  Ontario  for  a  charter,  and  at  the  same  time  a  prospec- 
tus was  issued  which  was  set  out  in  full  in  the  bill ;  that  such  prospectus 
contained  the  following  paragraphs  among  others,  which  the  plaintiffs  alleged 
to  be  false :  1.  The  timber  limits  of  the  company,  inclusive  of  the  recent  pur- 
chase, consist  of  222^  square  miles,  or  142,400  acres,  and  are  estimated  to 
yield  200  million  feet  of  lumber.  2.  The  interest  of  the  proprietors  of  the  old 
company  in  its  assets,  estimated  at  about  $140,000  over  liabilities,  has  been 
transferred  to  the  new  company  at  $105,000,  all  taken  in  paid  up  stock,  and 
the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  v'be  preferential  stock  will  be  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  new  company.  3.  Preference  stock  not  to  exceed  $75,000  will 
be  issued  by  the  company  to  guarantee  8  per  cent,  yearly  thereon  to  the  year 
1880,  and  over  that  amount  the  net  profits  will  be  divided  amongst  all  the 
shareholders  pro  rata.  4.  Should  the  holders  of  preference  stock  so  desire 
the  company  binds  itself  to  take  that  stock  back  during  the  year  1880  at  par, 
with  8  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  receiving  six  months  notice  in  writing. 
5.  Even  with  present  low  prices  the  company,  owing  to  their  superior 
facilities,  will  be  able  to  pay  a  handsome  dividend  on  the  ordinary,  as  well  as 
on  the  preference,  stock,  and  when  the  lumber  market  improves,  as  it  must 
soon  do,  the  profits  will  be  correspondingly  increased. 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  plaintifta  subscribed  for  stock  in  the 
company  on  the  faith  of  the  statements  in  the  prospectus ;  that  the  assets  of 
the  old  company  were  not  transferred  to  the  new  in  the  condition  that  they 
were  in  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  prospectus ;  that  the  embarrassed  condition 
of  the  old  company  was  not  made  known  to  the  persons  taking  stock  in  the 

j  new  company,  nor  was  the  fact  of  a  mortgage  on  the  assets  of  the  old  company 
having  been  given  to  the  Ontario  Bank,  after  the  prospectus  was  issued,  but 
before  the  stock  certificates  were  granted ;  that  the  assets  of  the  old  com- 
pany were  not  worth  $140,000,  or  any  sum,  over  liabilities,  but  were  worth- 
less ;  and  prayed  for  a  recission  of  the  contract  for  taking  stock,  for  re-pay- 
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ment  of  the  amount  of  such      «k,  and  for  damages  against  the  directors 
and  promoters  for  misrepresentation. 

There  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  promoters  had  reason  to  believe 
the  prospects  of  the  new  company  to  be  good,  and  that  they  had  honestly 
valued  their  assets. 

■'  On  the  argument  three  grounds  of  relief  were  put  forward : — 1 .  Recission 
of  the  contract  to  subscribe  for  preference  stock ;  2.  Specific  performance  of 
the  contract  to  take  back  the  preference  stook  during  the  year  1880  at  par ; 
3.  Damages  against  the  directors  and  promoters  for  misrepresentation.  The 
company  having  become  insolvent,  the  plaintiffs  put  their  case  principally 
on  the  third  ground. 

Held,  aflSrming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  (11  Ont.  App.  B.  336,) 
that  the  plaintifis  could  claim  no  relief  against  the  company  by  way  of  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract,  because  it  appeared  that  they  had  acted  as  shareholders 
and  affirmed  their  contract  as  owners  of  shares  after  becoming  aware  of  the 
grounds  of  misrepresentation. 

Held,  also,  as  to  the  action  against  the  defendants  other  than  the  com- 
pany for  deceit,  that  the  evidence  failed  to  establish  such  a  case  of  fraudulent 
misrepresentation  as  to  entitle  plaintiffs  to  succeed  as  for  deceit. 

Held,  also,  as  to  the  alleged  concealment  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Ontario 
Bank,  it  having  been  given  after  the  prospectus  was  issued  it  could  not  have 
been  in  the  prospectus,  and  moreover  that  the  shareholders  were  in  no  way 
damnified  thereby,  as  the  new  company  would  have  been  equally  liable  for 
the  debt  if  the  mortgage  had  not  been  given ;  and  as  to  the  concealment  of 
the  embarrassed  condition  of  the  old  company,  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  old  firm  did  not  believe  themselves  to  be  insolvent ;  and  in  neither  case 
were  they  liable  in  an  action  of  this  kind. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Petrie  t.  The  flnelpli  lunber  Compsny.-8th  March,  1886. 

25.  Municipal  corporation — Agreement  by  to  take  stock  in  Railway  Com- 
pany and  to  pay  for  in  debentures— Breach  of  agreement — Right  of 
Railway  Company  to  sue  for  special  damages. 

See  DAMAGES  40. 

26.  Kale  by  Director  to  Company -■atlflcatlon  of  by* law  by  Sharebolders- 
Tot«  or  owner  of  property. 

A  director  of  a  joint  stock  company  personally  owned  a  vessel  which  he 
wished  to  sell  to  the  company ;  he  was  possessed  of  a  majority  of  the 
shares  of  the  company,  some  of  which  he  assigned  to  other  persons  in 
such  numbers  as  qualified  them  for  the  position  of  directors,  which  posi- 
tion they  accordingly  filled.    Upon  a  proposed  sale  and  purchase  by  the 
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company  of  the  said  vessel,  the  board  of  directors,  including  the  owner  of 
the  vessel,  passed  a  by-law  approving  of  such  purchase  by  the  company,  and 
subsequently  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  sbareholdere,  at  which  the  said 
owner  and  those  to  whom  he  had  transferred  the  portions  of  his  stock  were 
present  and  voted,  a  resolution  was  passed  confirming  the  said  by-law,  which 
resolution  was  opposed  by  a  number  of  the  shareholders  representing  nearly 
one  half  of  the  total  stock  of  the  company. 

Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  (11  Cnt.  App.  S.  205,) 
;       that  the  board  of  directors  had  no  power  to  pass  the  said  by-law,  and  under 
the  circumstances  the  resolution  of  the  shareholders  confirming  the  by  law 
was  invalid. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
Beaty  t.  Tlie  North  Western  Transportation  Company.— 9th  April,  1886. 

Costs — Charged  against  administrator  personally — Where  misconduct 
See  EXECUTORS  7. 

2.  In  appeal. 

See  PRACTICE.  '  * 

3.  Bailway    company— Lands    taken    for   railway    pnrpoiMss— Arbitration- 
Award— Mattcm  considered  by  arbitrators.  < 

A  railway  company,  having  taken  certain  lands  for  the  purposes  of  their 
railway,  made  an  offer  to  the  owner  in  payment  of  the  same  wliich  offer  was 
not  accepted  and  the  matter  was  referred  to  arbitration  under  the  Cons. 
Railway  Act,  1879.  On  the  day  that  the  arbitrators  met  the  company 
executed  an  agreement  for  a  crossing  over  the  said  land,  in  addition  to  the 
money  payment,  and  it  ap})eared  that  the  arbitrators  took  the  matter  of  the 
crossing  into  consideration  in  making  their  award.  The  amount  of  the  award 
was  less  than  the  sum  offered  by  the  company,  and  both  parties  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  arbitration,  the  company  because  the  award  was 
less  than  their  offer,  and  the  owner  because  the  value  of  the  crossing  was  in- 
cluded in  the  sum  awarded  which  would  make  it  greater  than  the  offer. 

Held,  aflSrming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  the  judgmont 
of  the  Divisional  Court,  5  0.  R.  674,  Qwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  under  the 
circumstances  neither  party  was  entitled  to  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Ontario  and  Quebec  Bailway  Co.  v,  Philbrick-9th  April.  1886> 

Counsel— Eight  to  recover  fees — Agreement  for. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  5.  '  '    ''^  ' 

At  hearing. 
Bigl^t  lo  begin. 
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When  appellant  in  person.  ■        .;  •  * 

Fees  in  appeal.  '  '  ''■• 

See  PRACTICE. 
Counts — Misjoinder  of,  in  an  indictment 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  2. 
County  Court — Of  Halifax — Prohibition  to  restrain  trial  of  cause  by. 

See  PROHIBITION  4. 
County  Court — Judge  of— No  power  on  a  scrutiny  under  Canada 
Tdmperance  Act  to  enquire  into  corrupt  acts. 

See  CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  1878,  7. 
Court  of  Chancery,  Ont.— Transfer  of  action  to,  under  Adm.  Just. 
Act.  ._.         ._  _■       ,  ,    .,- ,    , ..    «. 

See  MORTGAGE  10.       • 
2.  Powers  of  in  Ejectment— R.  S.  Ont.  ch.  40  sec.  87.  *     .   . 

-See  POSSESSION  5.  ,,, 

Court  of  Review,  F.Q. 

-See  REVIEW,  COURT  OF.         .         -  ,,,,,**'. 

Covenant— In  mortgage  deed.  ,  ,.,    ,,i  -  , 

.   V    See  MORTGAGE  2.*         /  '  .       ^  - 

Criminal  Appeal — Indletment-Deleiratlon  of  authority  by  Attorney 
C'eneral— .*I2  and  33  Tic.  ch.  39  sec.  28-ObtalnlnK  money  under  telse 
pretcncoH. 

Un  aa  indictment,  containing  four  counts  for  obtaining  money  by  false 

pretences,  was  endorsed :  "I  direct  that  this  indictment  belaid  before  the 

grand  jury.  ,^. 

'  MoNTBBAL,  6th  October,  1880. 

'       "  L.  0.  Loranger,  Attorney-General ;  by  J.  A.  Mousseau,  Q.C. ;  C.  P. 

Davidson,  Q.C."  -~ 

Messrs.  Mousseau  and  Davidson  were  the  two  counsel  authorized  to 
represent  the  Crown  in  all  the  criminal  proceedings  during  the  term. 

A  motion  supported  by  affidavit  was  made  to  quasL  the  indictment  on  the 
gi-ound  inter  alia,  that  the  preliminary  formalities  required  by  sec.  28  of  32 
and  33  \'ic.  ch.  29,  had  not  been  obesrved.  The  Chief  Justice  allowed  the 
case  to  proceed,  intimating  that  he  would  reserve  the  point  raised,  should  the 
defendant  be  found  guilty.    The  defendant  was  convicted. 

Held,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queens  Bench, 
that  under  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  29  sec.  28,  the  Attorney  General  could  not 
delegate  to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  another  the  power  which  the 
legislatui-e  liad  authorized  him  personally  to  exercise  to  direct  that  a  bill  of 
indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences  be  laid  before  the  grand 
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jury;  and  it  being  admitted  that  the  Attorney  General  gave  no  directioni 
with  reference  to  this  indictment,  the  motion  to  quash  should  have  been 
granted,  and  the  verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside, 

Abrabams  t.  The  <lueen.— vi,  10. 

2.  Indletment— XlMjolnder  of  conntti-nianslnniKtater— Evidence. 

An  indictment  contained  two  counts,  one  charging  the  prisoner  with 
murdering  M.  J.  T,  on  the  10th  November,  1881  ;  the  other  with  manslaughter 
of  the  said  M.  J.  T.  on  the  same  day.  The  Grand  Jury  found  "  a  true  bill" 
A  motion  to  quash  the  indictment  for  misjoinder  was  refused,  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  electing  to  proceed  on  the  first  count  only. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick, 
that  the  indictment  was  suiBcient. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  manslaughter  in  killing  his  wife,  who  died 
on  the  10th  November,  1881.  The  Immediate  cause  of  her  death  was  acute 
inflammation  of  the  liver,  which  the  medical  testimony  proved  might  b« 
occasioned  by  a  blow  or  a  fall  against  a  hard  substance.  About  three  weeks 
before  her  death  (17th  October  preceding),  the  prisoner  had  knocked  his 
wife  down  with  a  bottle ;  she  fell  against  a  door,  and  remained  on  the  floor 
insensible  for  some  time ;  she  was  confined  to  her  bed  soon  afterwards  and 
never  recovered.  Evidence  was  given  of  frequent  acts  of  violence  commit- 
ted by  the  prisoner  upon  his  wife  within  a  year  of  her  death,  by  knocking 
her  down  and  kicking  her  in  the  side. 

The  following  questions  were  reserved,  viz.,  whether  the  evidence  of 
assaults  and  violence  committed  by  the  prisoner  upon  the  deceased,  prior  to 
the  10th  November  or  the  17th  October,  18S1,  was  properly  received,  and 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  leave  to  the  jury  to  sustain  the  charge  in 
the  first  count  of  the  indictment  ? 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick, 
that  the  evidence  was  properly  received,  and  that  there  was  evidence  to 
submit  to  the  jury  that  the  disease  which  caused  her  death  was  produced 
by  the  injuries  inflicted  by  the  prisoner. 

Tbeal  T.  The  QDeen.-Til,  397. 

3.   I.»rceny— Cn»t«mp«d  promlsaory  note-Tnlnable   necnrlty— ta  A  S3  Vie. 
ell.  81  (D). 

S.  was  indicted,  tried  aud  convicted  for  stealing  a  note  for  the  payment 
and  value  of  $258.33,  the  property  of  A.  McC.  and  another.  The  evidence 
showed  that  the  promissory  note  in  question  was  drawn  by  A.  McC.  and  C. 
R.,  and  made  payable  to  S.'s  order.  The  said  note  was  given  by  mistake  to 
S.,  it  being  supposed  that  the  sum  of  $258.33  was  due  to  him  by  the  drawers, 
instead  of  a  less  sum  of  $175.00.  The  mistake  being  immediately  discovered, 
S.  save  back  the  note  to  the  drawers,  unstamped  and  unindorsed,  in  exchange 
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for  another  note  of  |175.(JO.  An  opportunity  ooourring,  S.  afterwards,  on  the 
same  day,  stole  the  note ;  he  caused  it  to  be  stamped,  indorsed  it,  and  tried 
to  collect  it. 

Held,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side),  that  S.  was  not  guilty  of  larceny  of  "  a  note  " 
or  of  "a  valuable  security"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the 
offence  of  which  he  was  guilty  was  not  correctly  described  in  the  indict- 
ment. 

Scott  V.  Tbe  <laeen -il,  319. 

4.  WitncMS— Contrndlctlon  of— Bew  trial. 

The  prosecutrix,  in  an  indictment  for  rape,  was  asked  in  cross-examina- 
tion, after  she  had  declared  she  had  previously  had  connection  with  a  man, 
other  than  the  prisoner,  whether  she  remembered  having  been  in  the  milk- 
house  of  6.  with  two  persons  named  M.,  one  after  the  other. 

Held,  that  the  witness  might  have  objected,  or  the  judge  might,  in  his 
discretion,  have  told  the  witness  she  was  or  she  was  not  bound  to  answer  the 
question  ;  but  the  court  ought  not  to  have  refused  to  allow  the  question  to 
be  put  because  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  objected  to  the  question. 

Held,  also,  that  since  the  passing  of  32  and  33  Vic.  oh.  20  sec.  80^  repeal- 
ing so  much  of  ch.  77  of  Cons.  Stat.  L.  C,  as  would  authorize  any  court  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  to  order  or  grant  a  new  trial  in  any  criminal  case ;  and 
of  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  36,  repealing  sect.  63  of  ch.  77  Cons.  Stat  L.  C,  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  has  no  power  to  grant  a 

new  trial. 

Lallbertd  t.  The  Queen.— I*  111. 

5.  No  right  of  apj^eal  when  Conviction  ananimoaa. 

See  JURISDICTION  8. 

0>  Fonrerjr— Vtterlns  forfred  order  for  paynent  of  money— Trying  for  an 
oflTence  other  than  the  one  for  which  prisoner  extradited. 

The  prisoner  Cunningham  was  indicted  and  tried  at  the  October  Term, 
1884,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  at  HaUfax,  Macdonald  CJ>  pre- 
siding.   There  were  three  counts  in  the  indictment,  charging — 

1.  That  the  said  James  Cunningham  did  feloniously  offer,  utter,  dispose 
of  and  put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged,  a  certain  check  or  order  for 
the  payment  of  money,  which  said  forged  order  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say — 
No.  E.  43460.  HaUfax,  N.S.,  February  13th,  1884. 

Merchants'  Bank  of  Halifax : 

Pay  William  McFatridge,  or  order,  two  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars 

and  seventeen  cents  ($224.17.) 

(Sgd.)  LONGARD  BROS. 

And  endorsed  us  follows  :  "  W.  MoFatbidqb." 

With  intent  to  defraud. 
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2.  That  the  said  James  Cunningham  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  having  in  his  custody  and  possession  a  certain  other  order 
for  the  payment  of  money,  which  said  last-mentioned  order  is  as  followi, 
that  is  to  say- 
No.  E.  43460.  Halifax,  N.S.,  February  13th,  1884. 

Merchants'  Bank  of  Halifax : 

Pay  William  McFatridge,  or  order,  two  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollwi 
and  seventeen  cents  ($224.17.) 

(Sgd.)  IX)NGARD  BROS. 

He,  the  said  James  Cunningham,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  at  Halifax  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  forge  on  the  baclt  of  said 
last-mentioned  order  a  certain  indorsement  ot  said  order  for  the  payment  of 
money,  which  said  forged  indorsement  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  "W. 
McFatridge,"  with  intent  to  defraud. 

3.  That  the  said  James  Cunningham  afterward,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  oflfer,  utter,  dispose  of  and  put  off,  a  certain 
other  forged  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  which  forged  order  is  as  fol- 

'     lows,  that  is  to  say — 

No.  E.  43460.  Halifax,  N.S.,  February  13th,  1884. 

Merchants'  Bank  of  Halifax : 
Pay  William  McFatridge,  or  order,  two  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars 
and  seventeen  cents  ($224.17.) 

(Sgd.)  LONGARD  BROS. 

And  indorsed  "W.  McFatridge." 

With  intent  thereby  then  to  defraud. 

Counsel  for  the  prisoner,  before  the  jury  were  sworn,  pleaded  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  on  the  ground  that  the  iudiotment  charged  an 
,  offence  or  offences  different  from  that  for  which  the  prisoner  was  extradited, 
'  ,  to  which  plea  the  attorney  general  demurred.  Judgment  was  pronounced 
sustaining  the  demurrer  and  the  trial  proceeded.  The  prisoner  was  con- 
victed on  the  first  and  third  counts  of  the  indictment,  and  acquitted  on  the 
second. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial  counsel  for  the  prisoner  renewed  his  applica- 
tion, and  the  C.  J.  agreed  to  reserve  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  and  sub- 
mitted:— 

(1)  Whether  the  prisoner  was  indicted  and  tried  for  another  and  differ- 
ent offence,  or  other  and  different  offences,  than  that  for  which  he  was  extra- 
dited at  the  instance  of  the  Government  of  Canada ;  and  if  so,  whether  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  and  convict  the  prisoner  of  such  offence  or 
offences. 
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(2)  Whether  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  as  reported  here    • 
with,  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction  on  the  first  and  third  counts  of  the 
indictment  or  on  either  of  those  counts.    The  papers  put  in  evidence  on  the 
trial  to  be  considered  and  read  as  part  of  the  case. 

The  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  (Rigby,  Smith  and 
Thompson  JJ.,  McDonald  CJ.  and  Weatherbe  J.  dissenting).  Held,  that  the 
prisoner  was  properly  convicted  on  the  third  count. 

Per  Rigby  J.  delivering  the  Judgment  of  the  court. — Before  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  original  check  it  was  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the  sum 
named  to  SfcFatridge,  and  to  him  only,  but  when  endorsed  it  became  liter- 
ally an  order  lor  the  payment  of  such  sum  to  whoever  should  present  it ;  and 
as  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  jury  in  concluding  that  it  was 
uttered  by  the  prisoner,  knowing  that  the  indorsement  was  forged,  it  would 
appear  at  first  sight  that  the  verdict  upon  the  third  count  at  least  was  sua- 
tained  by  the  evidence,  which  is  one  of  the  questions  referred  to  us  under 
the  case  reserved. 

It  was  contended,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  as  the  Dom- 
iuion  Act  32  and  33  Vic.  cap.  19,  provides  especially  in  sec.  26  for  the  offence 
of  knowingly  uttering  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  with  a  forged 
indorsement  that  the  verdict  on  the  count  in  question  was  not  sustained  by 
the  evidence,  because  the  indorsement  of  such  an  order  should  have  been 
charged  in  terms.. 

The  strongest  case  that  I  have  been  able  to  find  for  the  contention  is 
that  of  Rex.  v.  Arscott,  cited  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  from  6  Car.  and 
Payne,  p.  408.  The  prisoner  in  that  case  was  indicted  for  forging  an  indorse- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money,  and  also  with  the  uttering  of  the  indorse- 
ment ;  and  it  was  held  that  as  the  section  of  the  statute  relating  to  the 
offence  under  which  he  was  indicted  (sec.  1  Will  IV.  ch.  66)  provided  for  the 
forging  of  orders,  and  while  it  also  provided  for  the  forging  of  indorse- 
ments of  bills  of  exchange  and  other  similar  instruments  which  were  desig- 
nated, did  not  mention  the  indorsement  of  orders,  it  was  therefore  to  be  con- 
cluded that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  forging  of  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  latter  instrument  was  to  be  a  punishable  offence,  although  it 
would  really  be  the  forging  of  an  order,  and  as  such  might  be  said  to  be  with- 
in the  terms  of  the  Act. 

Our  Act,  however,  is  very  different  from  the  imperial  Act,  under  which 
that  case  was  decided;  inasmuch  that  it  draws  no  such  distinction  as  would 
exclude  Irom  the  category  of  criminal  offences  the  forging  of  the  indorse- 
ment, which  constitutes  a  part  of  the  order  set  out  in  the  third  count.  *  •  * 

As  the  instrument  is  desonbed  in  the  first  count  as  a  check,  the  forgery 
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of  which  would  in  no  sense  be  8uppo<-ted  by  proof  of  the  forgery  of  the  in- 
dorsement of  a  check,  I  think  the  conviction  upon  that  count  cannot  be 
sustained. 

On  behalf  of  the  Crown  it  was  urged  that  the  ^learned  Chief  Justice  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  reserve  tho  case,  because  the  questions  submitted  did  not 
arise  "on  the  trial,"  and  therefore  were  not  within  the  provisions  of  ch.  171 
in  the  appendix  to  our  Revised  Statutes.  I  was  of  opinion  at  the  argument, 
and  still  think,  that  the  second  question  submitted  to  us  did  arise  at  the 
trial,  and  that  we  should  assume  that  it  did  so  arise  unless  the  contrary  was 
made  to  appear. 

The  other  question  reserved  was,  "  whether  the  prisoner  was  iadicted 
and  tried  for  another  and  different  offence,  or  other  and  different  offences, 
than  that  for  which  he  was  extradited  at  the  instance  of  the  Qovernment  of 
Canada;  and  if  so,  whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  aad  convict  the 
prisoner  of  such  offence  or  offences. " 

As  it  appears  that  this  same  question  was  raised  at  the  trial  by  demur- 
rer, and  was  decided  by  the  presiding  judge  against  the  prisoner,  it  is  too 
late  to  raise  it  now  in  this  way,  as  appears  by  the  decision  in  Bex.  v.  Fader- 
man  et  al.,  Denison,  572. 

Per  Weatherbe  J.  dissenting.— It  is  admitted  tliat  the  evidence  is  not 
sufficient  to  convict  on  the  first  count,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  the 
verdict  can  be  sustained  on  the  third. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  an  indorsement  itself  of  an  order  to  pay  is 
an  order.  That  the  order  to  pay  McFatridge  or  order  by  the  indorsement 
of  the  name  of  McFatridge,  the  payee,  becomes  an  order  to  pay  the  bearer, 
and  therefore  that  the  charge  as  stated  is  supported  by  the  proof. 

What  we  have  to  do  is  to  interpret  the  word  '>  -^rder"  in  the  third  count. 
Is  the  above  a  strained  interpretation,  and  can  the  v»  ord  have  two  different 
meanings  in  the  same  count?  We  must  not  forget  that  the  Legislature  has 
provided  for  the  two  distinct  cases  of  the  uttering  of  a  forged  "  order,"  and 
of  the  uttering  of  a  forged  "  endorsement  of  an  order."  If  the  statute  con- 
templates both  a  forged  order  and  a  forged  endorsement  of  an  order,  would 
not  the  term  "order,"  applied  to  the  instrument  in  question,  refer  to  the 
main  instrument  in  contradistinction  to  the  indorsement,  even  supposing 
that  the  whole  instrument  might  be  called,  in  the  words  of  Coleridge  J.  in 
Autey's  ease  (1  Dearsley  «&  Bell,  298),  "  under  some  circumstances,"  a  forged 
order  for  the  payment  of  money.  In  view  of  the  particular  statute  in  ques- 
tion, upon  principle,  I  should  think  the  words  "order  for  the  payment  of 
money,"  should  be  construed  to  apply,  as  they  would  be  considered  to  refer 
in  the  ordinary  sense,  to  the  main  body  of  the  instrument  and  not  to  the 
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indorsement,  and  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  the  contrary  t  taust  ezpreas 
this  to  be  upon  consideration  the  beat  opinion  I  can  form  on  the  subject. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Heidi  Per  Foumier,  Henry 
and  Taschereau  JJ.  (Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting),  that  evidence  of 
tlie  uttering  of  a  forged  indorsement  of  a  negotiable  check  or  order  is  insuf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  conviction  on  a  count  of  an  indictment  charging  the 
uttering  of  a  forged  check  or  order.  On  the  second  question  reierved, 
therefore,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  should  be  reversed  and  the 
prisoner  ordered  to  be  discharged. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J. — The  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was  not  properly 
before  the  Court  in  Appeal,  the  court  below  having  been  unanimous  with 
respect  to  it. 

Per  Strong  J The  court  below  rightly  held,  on  the  authority  of  Rex  v. 

Faderman  (Den.  C.C.  572),  that  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was  not 
properly  before  the  court,  the  C.  J.  having  given  judgment  on  the  demurrer 
over-ruling  it  at  the  trial.  Moreover,  there  was  nothing  in  the  law  under 
which  the  prisoner  was  extradited  to  prevent  the  court  from  trying  him  for 
any  offence  for  which  he  was,  according  to  the  law  of  the  Dominion,  justi- 
ciable before  it.    '  ',  ,  >       .  »  . 

Appeal  allowed. 

Qo  een  v.  Cunningham— 16th  March,  1885 

CrossAppeal. 

See  PRACTICE.  ■''  ''  ''''y'^^' 

Crown — Right  of  to  plead  preBcription.  .  -^^  f 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3.  ^    '  ^   '     '  ■ ''^      '     ;'• 

2.  Not  liable  for  tort.  "  ;         ,     - 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1, 10, 11.         • 

3.  Liability  of,  for  Breach  of  Contract.  7 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  8. 

4.  Forfeiture  and  Penalties,  right  to  recover  by. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1. 

5.  NoD-liability  on  Parliami^Dtary  Contract. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  12. 

6.  Liability  on  Departmental  Contract. 

See  PETITION  OP  RIGHT  13. 

7.  XoD-liability  for  Non-feaeanoe  or  Miscondact  of  its  servants. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  10, 11. 

8.  Not  a  Common  Carrier. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  10, 11. 
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9.  PetitioD  of  Right  to  recover  Damages  for  breach  of  Agreement  by. 

See  PETITION  OK  RIGHT  15,  17.  » 

10.  RepreaeDtatioD  by  Agent  of. 

See  PETITIOxN  OF  KIGHT  17. 

11.  liien  for  Timber  dues. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  18. 

12.  Property  in  Quebec  North  Shore  Turnpike  Boadp. 

See  ROAD. 

13.  Interest  on  profits  awarded  Suppliant,  refused. 

See  INTEREST  6. 

14.  Property  held  by,  not  liable  to  Taxation. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  12.. 

15.  Insolvent  bnnk— Windlng-np  proceed IngM— Prior ily  of  Crown  ast  viinple 
eontraet  creditor -EHtoppel—Avccptnnce  of  divideudM  by  Crown  not 
walTer-45  Vic.  ch.  23. 

The  Bank  of  Prince  Edward  Island  became  insolvont,  and  a  winding  up 
order  was  made  on  the  19th  June,  1882.  At  the  time  of  its  insolvency  the 
bank  was  indebted  to  Her  Mty'esty  in  the  sum  ot  $93,494.20,  being  part  of 
the  public  moneys  of  Canada,  which  had  been  deposited  by  several  depart- 
ments of  the  government  to  the  credit  of  the  Receiver  General.  The  Unt 
claim  filed  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  at  the  request  of  the  respondents 
(liquidators  of  the  bank),  did  not  specially  notify  the  liquidators  that  her 
M!ajesty  would  insist  upon  the  privilege  of  being  paid  in  full.  Two  dividendB 
of  15  percent,  each  were  afterwards  paid,  and  on  the  28th  February,  1884, 
there  was  a  balance  due  of  $65,426.95.  On  that  day  the  respondents  were 
notified  that  her  Majesty  intended  to  insist  upon  her  prerogative  right  to 
be  paid  in  full.  At  this  time  the  liquidators  had  in  their  hands  a  sum  suffi- 
cient to  pay  in  full  her  Majesty's  claim.  The  following  objection  to  the 
claim  was  allowed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  viz : 
"  That  her  Majesty,  the  Queen,  represented  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  and 
the  Receiver  General,  has  no  prerogative  or  other  right  to  receive  from  the 
liquidator/)  of  the  Bank  of  Prince  Edward  Island  the  whole  amount  due  to 
her  Majesty,  as  claimed  by  the  proof  thereof,  and  has  only  a  right  to  receive 
dividends  as  an  ordinary  creditor  of  the  above  banking  company. 
;^,  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  1 .  That  the  crown  claiming  as  a  simple  contract 
creditor  has  a  right  to  priority  over  other  creditors  of  equal  degree.  This 
prerogative  privilege  belongs  to  the  crown  as  representing  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  when  claiming  as  a  creditor  of  a  provincial  corporation  in  a  provincial 
court,  and  is  not  taken  away  in  proceedings  in  insolvency  by  45  Vic.  ch.  23. 
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2.  lliat  the  orown  had  not  waived  its  right  to  be  preferred  in  thi«  oate 

by  the  form  in  which  the  claim  was  made,  and  by  the  acceptance  of  two         ^ 

dividends.  i 

The  Queen  v.  The  Bank  of  Nots  Bcotia  -xl,  1. 

Curator— To  sabetitutlon — Righta  of  action — Art.  154  C.  C.  P. 

.?«  SUBSTITUTION  3. 

Custom  and  Usage—  . 

See  PEWHOLDER  J.  ,      .       ^ 

Custom  of  Paris— Art8.  279,  282  and  283.  ^    ,         .       ,  ./' 

See  COMMUNITY.  '_'  ,*,  J^..^'."",'  '  "     ,  '.,  ',  .' 

Cy  Pros,  Doctrine  of— fieferonoe  to  master  to  report  scheme  for 
administration  of  charitable  fund.  ^ 

See  CHAlllTABLE  TRUST. 
Damages — For  disturbance  in  enjoyment  of  pew.  '.   1^  .  ..f.,'J, 

Se«  PEWHOLDER  1. 

2.  Action  of  trespass  for  assault  against  Speaker  of  N.  S.  Legislature. 
\.  <^.         See  LEGISLATURE  9.      .  >•    /      >'.        ;/;  .  \  ;    ;      ».    i  .v. 

3.  For  trespass  to  wharf.  .    t  ,;  „  ,  u  -  •  "     .  r   , ,    . 

See  NUISANCE.  ••:  .•;■    .  •  -  -   i>^.:< 

4.  For  breach  of  contract  for  delivery  of  goods.  • '  ;-   ■  *    ^ 

/Sf«e  CONTRACT  1.  V  -^     ..^  .  v, 

5.  For  unlawful  arrest.  >■■  ,/  .^^  .o^,,^r:.--.  f^.  y^i  ■■■  ..^^.■.: 

5m  CAPIAS.        '>7»  •;■'«' K,,,,-'- 

6.  Special  and  vindictive — Duty  of  appellate  court. 

See  JURISDICTION  5. 

7.  Bent,  loss  of,  as. 

-See  CONTRACT  4. 

8.  Apportionment  of  in  case  of  collision. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  2. 

9.  Liquidated  by  provision  in  contract. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1. 

10.  Eesulting  from  breach  of  contract  with  Grovernment. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  8. 

11.  Excessive. 

See  FISHERY  OFFICER  2. 

12.  Kleasure  of—Breach  of  contract  with  captain  of  vessel. 

See  CONTRACT  6. 

13.  At  sea. 

<S'ee  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  5. 
8 
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See  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  4.  ,      .,.   ,,      ,  ,^~r, .  '.  , 

15.  Special — Excessive.  .  ..h    .      • 

See  LIBEL. 

16.  For  breach  of  agreement ;  to  be  recovered  by  petition  of  right— Judg. 
ment  obtained  against  joint  misfeasor — Effect  of,  in  redaction  of 

damages. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  15.      '     ' 

17.  Excessive— Application  for  new  trial.  -  v.j  . 

See  JURISDICTION  22. 

18.  Light  and  air,  interfering  with. 

See  EASEMENT  3.  --    ' 

19.  Action  on  the  case— Injnnetton,  declMr»tton  nllcirfoc  order  for  obtained 
mallclonsly— Semarrer. 

Action  for  maliciously  obtaining  an  ex  parte  injunction  order  from  a 
judge,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  restrained  from  disposing  of  certain  lumber, 
in  consequence  of  which  he  had  sustained  damage  as  was  alleged. 
'  The  declaration  set  out  that  plaintiff  was  possessed  as  of  his  own  pro- 

perty of  certain  lumber,  that  defendants  wrongfully,  improperly,  maliciously 
and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and  without  any  notice  to 
plaintiff  made  an  ex  parte  application  to  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  Brunswick  for  an  ii\junotion  in  a  suit  commenced  by  them  in  said 
Supreme  Court  on  the  equity  side,  in  which  suit  defendants  were  plaintiffs 
and  the  now  plaintiff  with  others  were  defendants,  and  procured  firom  said 
judge  an  ex  parte  order  of  ii^unction  whereby,  &o.,  which  order  defendant 
caused  to  be  served  on  plaintiff;  that  plaintiff  afterwards  appeared  to  the 
said  suit  and  put  in  his  answer,  but  defendants  did  not  further  prosecute 
their  suit,  which  was  dismissed  with  costs  and  the  order  of  injunction  became 
of  no  further  effect ;  that  by  reason  of  obtaining  and  service  on  plaintiff  of 
said  order  he  was  hindered  and  prevented  from  manufacturing,  &c.,  said 
lumber  for  along  space  of  time  whereby  said  lumber  was  greatly  injured  and 
part  thereof  lost  and  the  plaintiff  lost  large  gains,  &e.  To  this  declaration 
plaintiffs  demurred. 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick.  . 
(See  2  Pugs.  &  Bur.  469.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  declaration  disclosed  no  cause  of  action. 

By  the  statute  of  New  Brunswick  (2  Revised  St.  p.  77,)  such  an  order  is 
granted  on  a  sworn  bill,  or  on  the  bill  and  an  affidavit,  and  may  be  granted 
etc  partt,  subject  to  be  dissolved  on  sufficient  ground  shown  by  affidavit  on 
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the  part  of  the  defendant.  Here  there  was  no  allegation  that  the  iivjunction 
was  dissolved,  or  that  any  application  was  made  for  its  dissolution,  or  that 
the  order  was  obtained  by  any  auggeatio  fahi,  or  auppressio  vert  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  aaght  that  appeared  in  the  declaration,  the  judge 
exercised  a  sound  discretion  in  granting  the  order. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Collins  V.  Iverm.-iatli  December,  1879. 

20.  Adjoining  Iaii«l  owners— Where  defendant  hiM  allowed  cellars  to  remain 
sfter  balldlns  destrojcd-Damace  from  water  colleetin«  In  tbem  and 
rnnnlav  a«alnst  wall  of  honse  bnilt  bjr  plalnttlf-Whether  defendant 
liable— Action  on  the  case-ileclaration— jron>snlt. 

The  plaintiffs  owned  a  building  lot  ia  the  City  of  St.  John  on  which 
they  excavated  a  cellar  and  foundation,  and  built  a  large  and  valuable 
building.  The  soil  of  the  bottom  of  the  cellar  and  under  the  foundation 
was  day.  The  defendants  owned  the  ac^oining  lot  on  which,  in  1848,  (the 
time  their  ancestor,  .Stephenson,  purchased  it)  there  was  a  house.  There 
was  a  cellar  under  the  house  adjoining  the  plaintiffs'  land.  Stephenson,  or 
his  tenant,  dug  another  cellar  joining  the  first  one,  and  put  up  another  house 
on  the  same  lot.  Those  houses  stood  until  1871,  when  they  were  burned, 
leaving  the  cellars  uncovered,  thus  making  one  large  uncovered  hole, 
bounded  on  the  west  by  Charlotte  Street,  and  on  the  north  by  the  plaintiffs 
lot.  These  holes  collected  large  quantities  of  water  in  them  from  the  street 
and  from  the  surface,  and  also  by  percolation  from  the  land  ac^joining. 
When  the  plaintiffs'  house  was  built  the  cellars  being  coterminous  with  the 
foundation  of  the  plaintiffs'  building,  and  the  soil  being  clay,  these  holes 
retained  the  water  until  it  gradually  softened  the  clay  under  plaintiffs' 
foundation  wall,  and  also  gradually  destroyed  the  foundation  wall  itself,  and 
escaped  in  that  way  into  the  plaintiffs'  cellar,  and  thereby  caused  the  side  of 
the  plaintiffs  building  to  settle,  and  the  building  itself  to  topple  over  and 
damaged  it  to  a  large  extent. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts.  The  first  count  for  wrongfully, 
carelessly,  negligently  and  improperly  removing  the  earth  and  soil  of  tho 
defendants'  lot,  and  neghgently  continuing  it  so  removed  so  that  there 
remained  holes  and  excavations,  which  the  defendants  so  negligently  man- 
aged and  left  uncovered,  that  large  quantities  of  water  collected  and  remain- 
ed in  the  holes,  whicn  i^ey  permitted  to  flow  and  escape  against,  under  and 
through  the  plaintiffs'  foundation  wall  and  thereby  did  damage. 

Second  count.  The  defendants  improperly  and  negligently  collected 
water,  Ac,  and  by  their  carelessness  caused  it  to  flow  into  the  plaintiffs' 
premises  and  did  damage. 

The  only  plea  was  the  general  issue  of  not  guilty. 
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A  rule  for  a  non-suit  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial  was  made  abso- 
lute by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick,  on  the  ground  that  damage 
and  injury  must  both  concur  to  afford  a  party  a  right  of  action,  and  the 
evidence  showed  only  an  ordinary  and  legitimate  use  of  the  defendants'  own 
land,  which  did  not  constitute  an  ii\jury,  and  therefore  they  were  not  liable. 
(See  2  Pugs.  &  Bur.  523). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Heidi  that  the  declaration 
did  not  cover  the  appellant's  case,  and  therefore  the  non-suit  was  correcL 
t,  : ,     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.         ,  .»•  ■*.  ■  j^    -    •  •  •  -  ^  .  •y< »    :, 
The  Trastees  of  the  St.  John  Toang  Hen's  Christian  Association  t.  Hntehl' 
son,  et.  al.— 23rd  Febraary ,  1880. 

21.  Foi*  breach  of  contract  to  sell  on  commisaion. 

See  CONTRACTIO.  ,, 

22.  For  breach  of  contract  for  sale  of  goodB, 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  10. 

23.  Dsmagea,  action  tor— Bale  tor  estlmatliiir— Plndinc  of  Jndye  of  flnt 
instance  not  eonsidcred  excessive— Detondant's  abuse  of  anttaorltjr  at 
Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  plaintiff  by  his  declaration  alleged  :  That,  in  the  city  of  Three 
Rivers,  on  or  about  the  fiiteenth  day  of  the  month  of  June,  1878,  the  plaintiff 
sold  to  defendant  a  cart-load  of  wood,  for  the  price  of  forty  cents,  which  the 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  in  cash :  That  the  plaintiff  went  imme- 
diately and  laid  the  said  wood  in  the  yard  of  the  residence  of  defendant: 
That  when  plaintiff  asked  defendant  for  payment  the  defendant  refused 
and  told  plaintiff  to  go  and  immediately  take  his  wood  away  if  he  would  not 
wait  for  his  payment :  That  then  plaintiff  returned  peaceably  to  the  yard  of 
defendant  and  began  to  replace  the  said  wood  in  his  ca'  i  to  take  it  away, 
and  that  when  he  was  about  to  finish  reloading  his  cart  defendant  entered 
the  yard  and  abused  plaintiff,  calling  him  a  thief,  and  threatening  to  have 
him  arrested  and  imprisoned  for  theft  if  he  did  not  leave  the  wood  in  the 
yard :  That  the  defendant,  abusing  his  capacity  of  magistrate,  or  justice  of 
the  peace,  sent  for  some  policemen  or  constables  to  have  plaintiff  imprisoned 
for  theft :  That  in  &ct,  two  policemen  or  constables  arrived  immediately 
on  the  spot,  and  conformably  to  the  order  and  command  cf  the  said  justice 
of  the  peace,  the  defendant,  summoned  the  plaintiff  to  unload  Lis  cart  and 
leave  the  wood  in  the  yard,  and  if  not,  they  would  arrest  and  take  him  a 
prisoner  for  theft :  That  the  plaintiff  at  that  order  answered  he  was  ready 
to  leave  and  deliver  the  said  wood  to  defendant,  on  condition  that  the  latter 
would  consent  to  give  him  the  price  of  it ;  but  as  defendant  was  not  willing 
to  pay  him  immediately,  he  (the  plaintiff)  was  not  obliged  and  was  not 


Ill 

Damages— Continued.  ..^•...     -' 

willing  to  leave  vnth  him  the  said  wood  ;  that  he  could  not  do  so,  because 
he  wanted  some  money  to  provide  for  his  own  wants  and  those  of  his  family  : 
That  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  defendant,  the  said  policemen  arrested 
plaintiff  and  took  measures  to  hold  his  person  and  treat  him  like  any  other 
prisoner,  but  consented  that  plaintiff,  before  being  taken  to  jail  or  to  a 
magistrate,  should  take  care  of  his  horse  and  cart  and  put  them  out  of  the 
yard  of  the  defendant :    That  for  the  purpose  of  taking  his  cart  out  of  the 

<•'     yard,  plaintiff  took  in  his  right-  hand  the  reins  and  put  his  left  hand  on  the 

.,?<    forepart  of  the  said  cart  to  be  nearer  the  said  cart  and  not  be  hurt  by  the 

posts  of  the  gate  of  the  yard,  and  afterwards  made  his  horse  slowly  advance 

towards  the  gate  of  said  yard  :     That  plaintiff  was  then  on  the  left  side  of 

the  said  cart  and  his  left  hand  was  lying  on  the  end  of  the  frame  of  the  said 

f.     cart,  lying  on  the  back  of  the  shaft  of  the  said  cart,  on  the  left  side :    That 

<  the  said  cart  being  an  upsetting  one  and  then  heavily  loaded,  was  kept  from 
upsetting  by  a  stick  or  piece  of  wood  passed  throu^  an  iron  cramp  fixed  to 
the  right  shaft  and  rising  over  the  frame  (right  side)  of  the  said  cart  throiigh 
a  mortise  in  the  said  frame :  That  while  plaintiff  was  advancing  his  cart 
out  of  the  yard,  defendant  went  to  the  right  side  of  the  cart  and  maliciously, 

^''  and  knowing  that  his  action  would  cause  to  plaintiff  grievous  bodily  harm, 
violently  pulled  out  the  stick  or  piece  of  wood  passed  in  the  said  cramp  and 
by  so  doing  upset  the  said  cart  and  caused  the  middle  finger  of  plaintifi^s 
left  hand  to  be  bruised,  torn  and  pulled  out  in  the  middle  of  the  third 
phalanx,  the  bone  being  fractured  at  the  root  of  the  nail  and  all  the  part  of 
the  said  finger,  from  there  to  the  end  of  the  said  finger,  being  completely 
separated  from  the  rest  of  the  said  finger,  and  caused  all  the  other  fingers 
and  said  plaintift's  left  hand  to  be  horribly  bruised,  broken  and  fractured : 
That  in  consequence  thereof  the  amputation  of  the  said  middle  finger  of  the 
plaintiff's  left  hand  became  necessary,  and  a  short  time  after  said  amputation 
lockjaw  set  in,  and  he  for  a  longtime  suffered  all  the  convulsions  and  horrible 
pains  of  said  disease,  and  was  confined  to  bed  for  nearly  a  month,  his  life 
being  despaired  of,  and  he  was  rendered  incapable  of  earning  bread  for  his 
family,  and  was  permanently  disabled  from,  using  his  left  hand. 

For  these  various  injuries  to  his  feelings,  reputation  and  health  he 
claimed  as  damages  $4,000. 

The  Superior  C!ourt  at  Three  Rivers  (Polette  J.)  was  of  opinion  the  plain* 
tiff  had  proved  these  allegations,  and  assessed  his  damages  at  $3,000. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  court  reduced  to  $600 
the  amount  of  damages  allowed  to  plaintiff  and  condemned  him  to  pay  all 
the  costs  of  appeal. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Taaohereau  J.  dissent- 
•ing,  that  in  view  of  the  very  serious  injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  and 
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of  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant,  who  appears  to  have  abused  his  position 
of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  the  amount  awarded  by  the  judge  of  first  instance 
was  not  so  clearly  excessive  as  to  justify  the  pronouncing  his  judgment 
erroneous. 

Per  Taschereau  J. — Though  the  amount  awarded  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  was  not  sufficiently  large,  yet  taking  into  consideration  the  position 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  nature  of  the  injuries  $3,000  was  excessive. 

Per  Fournier  J.— The  abuse  by  the  plaintiff  of  his  position  of  Justice  of 
the  Peace  was  an  important  element  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  fixing 
the  amount  of  damages. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — The  sound  rule  to  adopt  is  that  in|mere  matters  of  fact, 
or  in  t^e  estimation  of  damages  not  capable  of  precise  calculation,  or  not 
ascertainable  by  the  application  of  any  rule  prescribing  a  measure  of  damage, 
this  court  should  sustain,  the  judgment  of  the  judge  of  first  instance,  unleu 
satisfied  that  his  conclusions  are  clearly  erroneous.  ..  V'  '-' 

.   ,      Levi  V.  Bee,l  6  Can.  S.  C.  E.  482  (See  Jurisdiction  5)  approved. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  in  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Supreme 

Court. 

eingras  V.  Desilets.  -11th  Febraary,  1881. 

24.  Action  of,  against  Tolegrnph  Go.  for  catting  Trees. 

•      ^'  See  TRESPASS  7.  .    ••  •    -,'-  ■ 

25.  Artton  of  dainnveH  rorniHliclouM  proceeelnirH  in  Insolvency— Oemurren, 
Jndgmeut  on  when  not  flnnl  not  appealable— Pleading— Trespasa—Ordn 
by  JndKe  of  conrt  below  directing  p»yinent  of  part  of  verdict  as  condi- 
tion of  stay  of  execution  Illegal— Leave  Ki^»nted  to  appeal  on  whole  can 
-Security  allowed. 

An  action  for  malicious  proceedings  in  insolvency. 

The  declaration  contained  eight  counts. 

''  ] .  For  that  the  defendants  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  reason' 
'  able  or  probable  cause,  on  the  I8th  day  of  April,  1879,  caused  and  procured 
a  writ  of  attachment  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875  and  amending  Acts, 
to  be  issued  against  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  a 
trader,  saloon-keeper  and  miner,  r.  liding  and  carrying  on  business  in  Cari' 
boo,  and  in  manner  aforesaid  causvsd  and  procured  the  said  writ  to  be  sened 
upon  the  plaintiff,  to  be  published,  and  the  plaintiff"B  real  and  personal  pro- 
'■"■-■'  perty,  goods  and  effects,  to  be  taken  from  him;  and  after  the  issue  of  the 
said  writ,  and  within  five  days  from  the  service  thereof,  the  plaintiff  duly  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  the  judge  authorized  to  act  in  the  premises,  hereinafter 
called  the  County  Court  .Fudge,  praying  that  the  said  writ  and  the  attach 
ment  made  thereunder  might  be  set  aside ;  and  such  proceedings  were  there- 
upon had,  that  afterwards  the  said  County  Court  Judge  dismissed  the  laid 


119 
Damages — Continued.  ^---^,--v-^ 

petition  with  costs,  and  directed  the  proceedings  in  insolvency  to  go  on  ; 
that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  duly  appealed  from  such  decision  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had,  that  afterwards,  on  the 
27th  day  of  February,  A.D.,  1880,  the  said  Supreme  Court  ordered  that  the 
said  decision  be  set  aside  and  condemned  the  defendants  in  the  costs  of 
appeal  *  and  the  proceedings  on  the  said  writ  were  thereupon  then  ended 
and  determined,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  in- 
convenience and  anxiety,  and  incurred  great  pain  and  distress  of  body  and 
mind,  and  was  prevented  from  transacting  his  business,  collecting  his  debts, 
and  lost  many  of  his  debts  by  reason  of  being  so  deprived,  as  aforesaid,  for  a 
long  time,  of  the  opportunity  of  collecting  the  same,  and  was  injured  in  his 
credit,  and  his  business  became  and  was  destroyed,  and  he  incurred  great 
expense  in  taking  and  defending  the  several  legal  proceedings  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  in  re-possessing  himself  of  his  estate,  and  in  journeying  from 
Cariboo  to  Victoria  and  back  for  the  furtherance  of  his  interests  in  the  pre- 
mises, and  in  attending  to  the  said  legal  proceedings ;  and  his  property, 
.  while  out  of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  became  damaged  and  ieteriorated  in 
value,  and  the  plaintiff  has  been  otherwise  greatly  injured." 

2.  The  same  as  the  first  count  as  far  as  the  asterisk ;  it  then  proceeds 
as  follows  :  "  And  afterwards  the  said  County  Court  Judge,  on  the  8th  day  of 
May,  A.D.,  1880,  having  complete  jurisdiction  in  that  behalf,  ordered  that 
the  said  writ  of  attachment  be  set  aside  and  annulled  ;  that  thereupon  the 
defendants  appealed  from  the  said  order,  and  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1880, 
caused  the  appeal  to  be  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  14th  day  of  June,  A.D. 
1880,  before  the  Supreme  Court.  That  on  the  14th  day  of  June,  1880,  it  was 
considered  by  the  said  Supreme  Court  that  the  defendants  had  not  pro- 
ceeded with  their  appeal  according  to  the  law  or  the  rules  of  practice,  and, 
on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  the  said  Supreme  Court  ordered  that  the 
record  (if  any)  be  returned  to  the  officer  entitled  to  the  custody  thereof, 
and  condemned  the  defendants  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  costs  by  him  incurred 
in  the  matter  of  the  said  appeal." 

Conclusion,  as  in  the  first  count,  from  asterisk. 

*'  3.  And  the  plaintiff  also  sues  the  defendants  for  that  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment on  the  I8th  day  of  April,  1879,  having  been  sued  out  under  the  Insol- 
vent Act  of  1875  and  amending  acts  by  the  defendants  against  the  estate  and 
eiiec  s  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  a  trader,  saloon-keeper  and  miner, 
residing  and  carrying  on  business  in  Cariboo,  which  writ  wa«  duly  served 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  whereby  the  plaintiff's  real  and  personal  property, 
goods  and  efleots  were  seized  and  taken  from  him,  the  plaintiff  after  the 
issue  of  the  said  writ  and  within  five  days  from  the  service  thereof  duly  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  the  judge  duly  authorized  in  th»t  behalf  hereinafter 
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called  the  County  Court  Judge,  praying  that  the  said  writ  and  the  attach- 
ment made  thereunder  might  be  set  aside,  and  the  said  petition  came  on  for 
hearing  before  the  said  County  Court  Judge  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  1879  ; 
and  the  defendants  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  or  probable 
cause  appeared  before  the  said  County  Court  Judge,  and  opposed  the  said 
petition  and  caused  and  procured  the  said  County  Court  Judge  to  decline  to 
hear  or  adjudicate  upon  the  said  petition.  That  afterwards  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a  summons  from  one  of  the  jtidges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  calling 
upon  the  said  County  Court  Judge  and  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause 
why  the  said  County  Court  Judge  should  not  proceed  to  hear  and  adjudicate 
upon  the  said  petition,  and  on  return  of  the  said  simimons,  to  wit,  on  the 
8th  day  of  September,  A.D.  1879,  the  defendants  maliciously  and  without  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  opposed  the  application,  and  thereupon  the 

'  said  Supreme  Court  Judge  on  the  said  8th  day  of  September,  1879,  ordered 
the  said  County  Court  Judge  to  proceed  to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the 
said  petition.  And  thereupon  the  defendants  maliciously  and  without 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  appealed  from  such  last  mentioned  order  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  but  the  said  court  on  the  25th  day  of  September,  1879, 
confirmed  the  said  last  mentioned  order  and  dismissed  the  said  appeal. 
That  afterwards  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last  mentioned  order  the  said  peti- 
tion came  before  the  said  County  Court  Judge  for  hearing,  and  the  defen- 
dants again  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause  appeared 
upon  the  hearing  of  and  opposed  the  said  petition,  and  caused  and  procured 
the  said  County  Court  Judge  on  the  31st  day  of  October,  1879,  to  dismiss  the 
said  petition  with  costs  and  to  direct  the  proceedings  in  insolvency  to  go  on, 
That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  duly  appealed  from  the  said  last  mentioned 
decision  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  appeal  the 
defendants  again  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause 
appeared  and  opposed  the  said  appeal,  but  the  said  Supreme  Court  on  the 
27th  day  of  February,  A.D.  1880,  set  aside  the  said  decision  of  the  said  County 
Court  Judge  of  the  Slst  day  of  October,  1879."  •  '    -i,  j/  >,;^. 

Conclusion  as  in  first  count  from  asterisk.  '.";■::  .ii^ 

4.  The  same  as  third  count  down  to  asterisk,  it  then  continued  as 
follows : —  % 

i  "  And  thereupon  the  plaintift  applied  to  the  said  County  Court  Judge  in 

''k  pursuance  of  the  said  petition  to  set  aside  and  annul  the  said  writ,  and  the 
attachment  made  thereunder,  and  the  defendants  again  maliciously  and  with- 
out any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  appeared  before  the  said  County  Court 
Judge  and  opposed  such  application,  but  the  said  County  Court  Judge,  after 
hearing  the  said  application,  made  an  order  setting  aside  and  annulling  the 
■aid  writ  and  attachment,  and  thereupon,  the  defendants  maliciously  and 
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without  reasonable  or  piobable  cause,  appealed  from  the  said  last  mentioned 
order  of  the  8th  day  of  May,  1880,  to  the  Supreme  court,  and  on  the  26th 
day  of  May,  1880,  caused  the  appeal  to  be  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  14th 
day  of  June,  1880.  That  on  the  said  14th  day  of  June,  1880,  it  was  consid- 
ered by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  the  defendants  had  not  proceeded  with 
their  said  appeal  according  to  law  or  the  rules  of  practice,  and  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  plaintiff,  the  said  Supreme  Court  ordered  that  the  record  (if 
any)  be  returned  to  the  officer  entitled  to  the  custody  thereof,  and  con- 
^  demned  the  defendants  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  costs  by  him  incurred  in  the 
matter  of  the  said  appeal."  .• 

Conclusion  as  in  the  other  counts. 

5.  "  And  the  plaintiff  also  sues  the  defendants  for  that,  after  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  of  attachment  as  in  the  third  count  mentioned,  the  defendants 

'  maliciously  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  caused,  advised 
and  procured  divers  alleged  creditors  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  their  alleged 
claims  against  the  plaintiff,  and  caused,  advised  and  procured  such  creditors 
to  support  the  writ  of  attachment,  and  the  said  writ  was  determined  as  in 

''■■'       the  third  count  mentioned,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  writ  of 
attachment  remained  in  force  for  a  longer  time  than  otherwise  it  would,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  put  to  inconvenience  and  anxiety  &c." 
Conclusion  as  in  other  counts. 

6.  The  same  as  the  fifth  count,  except  that  it  refers  to  the  issuing  and 
determination  of  the  writ  "  as  in  the  fourth  count  mentioned." 

"  7.  And  the  plaintiff  also  sues  the  defendant«  for  that  at  the  time  of  the 

grievance  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintiff  was  a  trader,  saloon  keeper 

V       and  miner,  residing  and  carrying  on  business  in  Cariboo,  and  the  defendants 

maliciously,  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  caused  and  pro-  . 
i'i        cured  the  plaintiff's  houses,  situate  at  Cariboo,  to  be  entered  and  the  plaintiff 
Fi        to  be  dispossessed  thereof  for  a  long  time,  and  his  goods  and  chattels,  mines, 
'^'       and  books  of  account  to  be  seized  and  taken  from  him,  and  the  plaintiff  to 
be  deprived  of  the  use  and  ei\jgyment  of  the  same  respectively  for  a  long 
time,  and  by  reason  of  the  premisos  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  inconvenience 
:i       and  anxiety,  incurred  great  pain  and  distress  of  body  and  mind,  was  pre- 
vented from  transacting  his  business,  collecting  his  debts,  and  lost  many  of 
his  debts  by  reason  of  being  so  deprived  as  aforesaid  for  a  long  time  of  the 
opportunity  of  collecting  the  same,  and  was  injured  in  his  credit,  and  his 
business  became  and  was  destroyed  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  was  so  dis- 
possessed and  deprived  of  the  said  houses,  mines,  goods  and  chattels,  and  the 
same  became  greatly  deteriorated  in  value,  and  the  plaintiff  incurred  great 
expense  in  re-possessing  himself  of  the  said  houses,  mines,  and  books  of  ^ 
account,  goods  and  chattels,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  iigured." 
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"  8.  And  the  platntift  also  sues  the  defendants  for  that  the  defendants 

with  force  and  arms  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  houses  and  mines  At 

Cariboo,  dispossessed  the  plaintiff  thereof  respectively,  and  remained  therein 

and  in  possession  thereof  respectively   for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  eighteen 

,  L     calendar  months,  and  also  seized  and  took  and  for  the  time  aforesaid 

.,.,    detained  and  dispossessed  the  plaintiff  of  all  his  books  of  accountu,  goods, 

chattels  and  effects,  consisting  principally  of  merchandise  and  furniture, 

'  ■  ■     whereby  the  plaintiff  for  and  during  all  that  time  lost  and  was  deprived  of 

the  use  of  the  said  houses,  mines,  goods,  chattels  and  effects,  and  thereby 

the  same  became  and  were  greatly  damaged,  lessened  in  value  and  spoiled, 

and  divers  of  the  plaintiff's  book  debts  were  lost." 

"And  the  plaintiff  claims  thirty  thousand  dollars." 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  pleas  traversing  the  allegations 
in  the  several  counts,  and,  as  to  the  seventh  and  eighth  counts,  justifying 
under  the  writ  of  attachment. 

They  also  demurred  to  all  the  counts,  except  the  seventh  and  eighth. 

The  issues  of  fact  were  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice  Sir  M.  B.  Begbie 
and  a  special  jury  on  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  June,  1881,  when  the  jury  returned 
a  verdict  as  follows :  "  we  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and  award  him  no 
damages  before  the  16th  of  May,  1879.  Subsequent  to  that  date  we  award 
him  $5,000." 

The  demurrers  were  argued  before  Sir  M.  B.  Begbie  and  Mr.  Justice 
Crease  on  the  27th  day  of  June,  1881,  and  were  overruled. 

Upon  the  same  day  (the  27th  June)  the  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment 
in  conformity  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  which  the  Chief  Justice  pro- 
nounced ordering  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  for  $5,000  with  costs. 

On  the  11th  of  July,  1881,  the  Chief  Justice  granted  the  defendants  a 
stay  of  execution  imtil  the  cause  could  be  re-heard  before  the  full  court  of 
British  Columbia,  on  condition  of  the  payment  of  $1,000  and  taxed  costs  to 
theplaintiffi  -  ,  ,, 

On  application  to  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
.  i.  the  defendants  were  permitted  to  deposit  $500  in  that  court  as  security  for 
the  costs  of  appeal.    (See  Practice— Security  ) 

The  defendants  thereupon  brought  their  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
*-.  '^'  of  Canada,  but  confined  it  to  the  judgment  on  the  demurrers,  and  did  not 
":'  ''  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice  ordering  judgment  to  be 
'>  /  entered  on  the  verdict,  being  probably  under  the  impression  that  that  judg- 
'^  '<>  ment  should  be  heard  before  the  full  court  of  British  Columbia  before  an 
M  appeal  would  lie  therefrom  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 
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The  "  case  "  contained  the  proceedings  on  the  demurrers,  and  the  formal 

,^  ^  ,   order  over-ruling  them.    This  formal  order  was  added  to  the  "  case  "  after  its 

^  ,      transmiesion,  by  special  order.    (See  Practice — Case.^. 

,, . '  ...      On  the  1st  of  March,  1882,  a  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 

to  quash  the  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction.    I.  Because  the  appeal  was  not 

.,         from  the  final  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  last  resort  in  the  Province  of 

British  Columbia.    2.  Because  the  judgment  over-ruling  the  demurrers  to 

only  six  counts  of  the  declaration  was  not  a  final  judgment  from  which  an 

.    appeal  would  lie. 

,. . ,'  At  the  same  time  a  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that, 
in  the  event  of  the  court  being  of  opinion  the  appeal  was  not  regular,  leave 
be  given  to  appeal  from  the  judgment  on  the  whole  case  as  well  as  on  the 
demurrers,  without  any  appeal  being  had  to  any  intermediate  court  of 
'  appeal  in  the  Province,  and  that  the  "  case"  might  be  amended  to  include 
the  judgment  on  the  whole  case,  and  the  pleadings,  proceedings  and  evidence 
necessary  to  raise  the  question  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 

On  the  22nd  June,  1882,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the 
judgment  was  not  one  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie  and  it  ordered  the 
appeal  to  be  quashed.  The  court  further  ordered  that  the  defendants 
might  appeal  from  the  judgment  on  the  whole  case  as  well  as  on  the  demur- 
rers, provided  the  "  case  "  and  factums  of  defendants  should  be  filed  before 
the  15th  day  of  September  then  next,  and  the  appeal  brought  on  for  hear- 
ing at  the  then  next  session  of  the  court ;  in  default,  the  appeal  to  stand  dis- 
missed with  costs  without  further  order.  The  court  further  ordered  that 
the  $500  paid  into  court  on  the  13th  September,  1881,  (.See  Practice — 
Security,)  should  remain  in  court  as  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal  then 
allowed.        '     ■  "    -  .  >  •  •   •     ' 

On  application  the  time  was  further  extended  for  filing  the  case  ahd 
'  '   factums.    (See  Practice — Time.) 

After  hearing  the  argument  of  the  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
Held,  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  judgment  both  on  the  demurrers 
'         and  on  the  facts.    That  the  3rd,  4th,  5th  and  6th  counts  of  the  declaration 
were  admittedly  bad,  and  the  1st  and  2nd  counts  were  also  bad.    It  was  not 
"  '    alleged  that  the  defendants  procured  the  writ  of  attachment  to  issue  by  any 
"^  '     false  statement,  there  was  no  allegation  that  the  defendants  were  not  credi- 
tors of  the  plaintiff,  or  that  he  had  failed  to  meet  his  engagements  as  they 
became  due,  or  that  he  was  not  liable  to  be  put  into  insolvency.    That  as  to 
the  7th  and  8th  counts,  the  jury  having  confined  the  damages  to  acts  done 
subsequently  to  the  I6th  May,  1879,  and  the  defendants  by  their  plea  to 
these  counts  justifying  under  the  writ  of  attachment,  and  the  acts  com- 
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plained  ot  having  been  committed  on  the  3rd  May,  1879,  under  the  writ 
while  in  force,  the  finding,  which  was  a  general  one,  was  in  effect  a  finding 
in  favor  of  the  defendants  upon  the  issue  joined  on  the  plea  to  the  said 
counts.  That  the  plaintiff  should  be  ordered  to  repay  to  the  defendants 
the  $1,000  paid  by  them  under  the  order  of  the  Chief  Justice  ofthellth 
July,  1881,  there  being  nothing  in  "the  law  to  justify  the  court  below  in  order- 
ing such  a  payment. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  in  both  courts  ;  judgment  on  the  demurrers 
over-ruled  and  demurrers  allowed ;  judgment  ordered  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants  upon  the  demurrers  and  upon  the  7th  and  8th  counts ;  the  order 
of  the  11th  July,  1881,  set  aside ;  and  plaintiff  ordered  to  repay  the  $1,000  with 
interest  at  6  per  cent,  from  that  day,  together  with  the  sum  paid  for  costs  of 

suit  under  that  order. 

Bank  or  B.  V.  A.  v.  Walker.-  19Ui  March,  1883. 

26.  Caused  by  tag  towing  raft — Liability  for. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  4. 

27.  Caused  by  fire  communicated  from  premises  of  Railway  Company, 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  16. 

28.  For  broach  of  contract  to  supply  meat. 

See  CONTRACT  21. 

29.  Caused  by  neglected  condition  of  streets — Liability  of  City  of 
Halifax.  , 

See  CORPORATIONS  18. 

30.  Action  for  cost  ofrepaln  to  printing  pre»n  and  frelvht  charges— Lease 
with  priTllege  of  pnrobaslng— Salsle  revendlcatlon  Dilatory  excep< 
tlons— Art.  IS  O.  C.  G.  P.  sab^ec.  7. 

About  the  22nd  of  June,  1878;  plaintiffs  (printing  press  manufacturers 
•  of  New  York),  made  an  agreement  with  the  defendant,  (the  proprietors  of  the 
Post  newspaper),  in  the  form  of  a  lease  of  a  printing  press  with  its  appur- 
tenances, for  six  months,  at  a  rental  of  $1,000  payable  in  advance,  plain- 
tiffs obliging  themselves  to  erect  the  press  on  the  premises  of  the  defen- 
dants. The  lease  contained  a  stipulation,  that  the  said  lessees  should  have 
the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  press,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease  for  $4,500. 

It  was  also  agreed  in  said  lease,  that  failing  purchase,  defendants  would 
deliver  the  said  press  and  appurtenances  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease  in  as 
good  order  and  condition  as  the  same  was  at  the  commencement  of  the 
said  lease,  reasonable  wear  and  tear,  and  accident  by  fire  excepted,  free  of  all 
^.  charges  and  unbroken,  free  on  board  in  Montreal,  with  freight  paid  to  New 
York. 

Plaintiffs  erected  a  press;  defendants  paid  the  $1,000,  and  held  the 

press  under  said  lease  until  the  expiration  thereof;  and  then,  instead  of 
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returning  it  as  stipulated  in  the  clause  of  said  lease  lastly  recited,  continued 
to  use  it ;  and  some  time  after  the  lease  had  terminated,  plaintiffs,  considering 
that  defendants  had  exercised  their  option  to  purchase  the  press,  instituted 
an  action  against  the  defendants,  accompanied  by  an  attachment  aaisie  con- 
servatoire for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase  price  $4,500. 

To  that  action  defendants  ple.ided  in  effect,  that  they  had  never 
exercised  their  option  to  purchase,  and  had  never  become  purchasers  of  the 
press  ;  and  that  whatever  remedy  plaintiffs  had,  they  had  no  right  to  a  suit 
for  the  price  of  the  press,  as  for  goods  bought  and  sold ;  and  the  result  was 
that  the  plaintiffs'  action  was  dismissed,  and  the  judgment  dismissing  it  was 
confirmed  in  the  Court  of  Beview. 

Duricg  the  time  the  above-mentioned  suit  was  pending  defendants, 
(who  had  gi\'en  a  friend  as  guardian  of  the  press  seized  under  saisie  comer' 
vaioire)  continued  to  use  and  employ  the  press  for  a  period  of  sixteen  months 
and  twenty-six  days,  at  the  expiration  of  which  period  plaintiffs  obtained 
possession  of  the  press  under  a  taisie  revendication,  removed  it  by  their  own 
men,  and  placed  it  on  board  of  the  cars  addressed  to  them  at  New  York, 
where  it  ultimately  arrived.  On  arrival  there  it  was  found  to  be  in  such  a 
,  state  of  disrepair  that  large  expenditure  was  necessary  in  order  to  fit  it  for  use 
and  to  put  it  in  the  condition  in  which  it  was  at  the  time  that  it  had  been 
loased  to  the  defendants,  reasonable  wear  and  tear  excepted. 

Plaintiffs  then  instituted  the  present  suit  against  the  defendants,  claim- 
ing by  one  count  of  their  declaration  the  stun  of  f  2,809. 13,  as  the  value  of 
the  use  and  occupation  of  the  press  and  its  appurtenances  during  the  said 
term  of  sixteen  months  and  twenty-six  days,  at  the  rate  established  in  the 
lease  itself,  viz. :  $1,000  for  six  months. 

By  a  second  count  plaintiffs  claimed  payment  of  the  like  sum  of  $2,809.13, 
as  damages  suffered  and  sustained  by  them  through  the  use  and  employment 
and  retention  by  the  defendants  of  the  said  press  and  its  appurtenances, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  lease.  •■.,.'• 

By  a  third  coimt  plaintiffs  claimed  a  further  smn  of  $299.35  as  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  taking  down,  packing,  loading  and  removing  said  press  and 
appurtenances  to  New  York,  including  the  freight  and  other  necessary 
charges  thereon,  defendants  having  agreed  to  deliver  the  said  press  free  on 
board,  freight  paid  to  New  York. 

Defendant  fyled  severally  dilatory  exceptions  under  Article  120  of  the 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sub'section  7,  setting  up  that  plaintiffs  were  not 

resident  in  the  province  and  that  no  power  of  attorney  from  them  had  been 

,  produced.    These  exceptions  were  dismissed  by  the  Superior  Court  of  Lower 

Canada  (Rain  ville  J.) 


'  ,"' 
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,      '      The  defendanta  pleas  to  tlie  merits  raised  only  isuuea  of  fact. 

The  Superior  Court  (Jette  J.)  gave  plaintifls  $2,000,  in  consequence  of 

the  deterioration  and  damages  cauued  to  the  proas,  and  a  further  sum  of 

f  160.50  for  cost  of  transport. 

This  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 

Canada  (appeal  side.)  '* 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgments  of 

of  the  courts  below  should  be  affirmed  (Henry  J.  dissenting). 

•  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

MulUn  ?.  Hoe-nth  February,  1885. 

31.  Action  against  municipal  corporation  for  defective  brfdge. 

See  CORPORATIONS  19. 

32.  Action  of,  for  nse  and  occupation  of  land — Prescription. 

LAND  3. 

33.  Action  against  railway  company— Negligence — "  Res  ipsa  loquitur." 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  21. 

34.  To  raft  by  bridge — Powers  of  Bridge  Company— 43  Vic.  ch.  61  D., 
and  44  Vic.  ch.  61  D. 

See  NAVIGATION  3. 

35.  Action  for— Illegal  ari-est- Transient  trader- By-law    of  city    of 
Quebec — License. 

,    .  .S>«  LICENSE  7.  .   . 

36.  Action  by  land  owner  in  city  of  Quebec  against  corporation  for 
authorising  use  of  streets  by  North  Shore  Railway  Co. 

See  CORPORATIONS  21.       *  .   ■ 

37.  Street  railway— Defective  track— Accident. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  23. 

38.  Railway  Company— To  husband  by  loss  of  wife— To  children  by  loss 
of  mother. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  (X)MPANIE8  24.      ' 

39.  Corporation— Liability  for  damages  caused  by  defective  sidewalk. 

See  CORPORATIONS  23. 

40.  Ball  way —Agreement  by  municipal  corporation  «o  teke  atoek  and  to 
pay  for  In   dobentnres-Breacli  of  Agreement-Klvht  to  sue  for  special 

'    damages.  * 

By  then:  action  in  the  Superior  Court,  instituted  the  19th  of  June,  1875, 
.  the  respondents  sought  to  recover  from  the  appellants  «500,000  damages, 
alleging :    That  the  appellants  were  subscribers  to  the  capital  stock  of  the» 
resiMjndents  to  the  extent  of  20,000  shares  of  $10,  amounting  to  $200,000, 
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which  had  been  aubacribed  for  under  the  authority  of  a  by-law  of  the  apei- 
lants,  the  aubaoription  to  be  payable  in  debenturea  of  the  corporation  of 
$100  each,  papable  twenty-five  yeara  from  date  and  bearing  intereat  at  the 
rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  to  be  taken  by  the  company  at  par  in 
payment  of  their  aubaoription ;  that  there  should  be  $150,000,  payable 
monthly  on  the  aubaoription,  in  proportion  ai  the  work  progreaaed ; 
That  in  March,  1875,  work  had  been  done  on  said  railway  within  the  limits 
of  the  County  of  Ottawa,  to  the  value  of  $300,000,  on  a  length  of  road  of  fifty 
milea,  and  that  in  January  of  that  year,  work  had  been  done  to  an  extent 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  company  to  claim  from  the  appellants  $112,096,  and 
on  the  14th  of  June,  1875,  a  notarial  demand  was  made  to  the  appellants  for 
the  delivery  of  debentures  for  this  amount,  which  the  appellants  refused. 

That  the  refusal,  negligence  and  omission  of  the  appellants  to  deliver  to 
the  respondents  their  debentures  to  the  above  amount  had  caused  and  waa 
causing  considerable  damage,  not  only  by  putting  in  peril  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  $50,000,  payable  on  the  condition  aforesaid,  that  the  railroad 
should  be  completed  on  the  lat  December,  1885,  but  also  by  injuring  the 
credit  of  the  respondents  and  depriving  them  of  considerable  sums  that  the 
recpondenta  would  have  had  the  right  to  receive,  and  would  have  got  and 
received  as  well  from  the  City  of  Montreal,  under  and  in  virtue  of  by  law  No. 
69.,  Schedule  A.  of  the  Act  36  Vic.  oh.  49,  as  of  that  of  the  Government  of 
Quebec,  from  and  out  of  the  subsidy  voted  to  the  respondents  by  and  in 
virtue  of  the  Act  of  Quebec,  37  Vic.  ch.  2,  and  that  besides  these  damages 
the  respondents  had  the  right  to  claim  from  the  appellants  interest  on  the 
amount  of  debentures  from  the  date  of  their  protest  of  the  19th  January, 
1875. 

It  appeared  that  another  action  was  pending  for  the  debentures  and 
interest  thereon.  •  '; 

.    The  appellants  met  this  action  by  a  demurrer.    In  this  demurrer  the 

appellants  say  that  the  obligation  contracted  was  for  the  payment  of  a  sum 

of  money,  and  that  the  only  damages  to  which  the  respondents  could  be 

entitled  was  interest  at  six  per  centum  on  the  amount  of  debentures  over 

.    due,  and  that  no  other  damages  or  general  damages  could  be  claimed. 

This  demurrer  was  rejected  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada, 
(Loranger  J.)  on  the  30th  April,  1879. 

Also  by  the  Superior  Court,  Torrance  J.,  when  rendering  the  final  judg- 
ment on  the  18th  April,  1882. 

The  views  held  by  these  two  judgments  on  the  appellants'  demurrer 
were  finally  adopted  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 

■        »     ■         ♦  ■   -'-.  ■■-•■,-      i  ,.  ;. 
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ments  of  the  courts  belovr,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Gwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  the 
rights  of  the  respondents  were  not  confined  to  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
the  debentiu^s  with  interest ;  they  were  entitled  to  bring  the  present  action 
for  special  damages ;  and  although  there  might  be  difficulty  in  estimating 
the  amount  proper  to  be  awarded  as  such  damages  the  court  ought  not  to 
reject  the  demand  for  that  reason,  but  should  give  such  amount  as  in  equity 
the  respondents  were  entitled  to. 

Per  Foumier  J. — ^The  obligation  of  the  appellants  was  to  deliver  deben- 
tures according  to  the  agreement— an  obligation  to  do  a  certain  thing,  to 
make  the  delivery  in  question,  which  was  what  the  company  had  the  right  to 
exact,  and  not  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  that  could  not  be  demanded 
before  the  end  of  25  years.  If  the  obligation  were  simply  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  art.  1077  C.  C.  would  be  applicable,  and  the  damages  could 
not  exceed  the  legal  interest,  but  tie  obligation  being  to  make  at  the 
stipulated  time  the  delivery  of  the  promised  debentures  was  one,  the 
execution  of  which  subjected  the  party  contracting  it  to  the  consequences 
of  arts.  1065  and  1073  of  the  C.  C.  Further,  the  relation  of  the  appellants  to 
the  respondents  was  one  rather  of  partnership  than  of  an  ordinary  share- 
holder. Instead  of  assuming  this  latter  position,  which  woul4  only  have 
subjected  them  to  the  consequences  determined  by  the  statute,  they  had 
seen  fit  to  make  a  special  contract  which  was  in  no  way  affected  by  the 
statute,  and  which  necessarily  came  within  the  G.  C,  and  it  was  in  the  arts, 
of  the  C.  C.  concerning  the  obligations  of  partners  between  themselves  that 
the  solution  of  the  question  was  to  be  found — arts.  1840  and  1841 ;  Laurent 
Tome  26,  No.  249;  Aubry  et  Rau  4th  vol.  p.  554  par.  380;  Massg  Dr.  Com. 
p.  325,  No.  270 ;  Demante  CO. ;  Duranton  Cours  de  Dr.  Fr.  423  tit.  ix ;  Troplong 
Con.  de  Soc.  22.     .    " 

Per  Taschereau  J. — The  damages  asked  are  for  the  delay  in  the  issue  of 
the  debentures,  and  do  not  fall  under  art  1077  C.  C.  To  extend  this  article 
in  the  sense  asked  for  by  the  appellants  would  lead  to  grave  consequences. 
No  money  was  due  and  no  money  could  be  asked ;  there  was,  consequently, 
no  delay  in  the  payment  of  money,  and  the  damages  are  not  claimed  for  any 
such  delay.  .,  ,      .;  ;- 

Where  it  is  evident  the  plaintiff  must  have  suffered  some  damages  from 
the  inexecution  of  a  contract,  the  court  will  not  dismiss  his  claim  because 
difficult  to  precisely  determine  the  extent  of  such  damages  or  the  basis  upon 
which  the  amount  may  be  arrfved  at,  but  the  court  will  establish  the  amount 
according  to  the  rules  of  equity.    (DeVilleneute  et  Carette,  1884,  2H20,p. 

Per  Henry  J.— This  was  an  action  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  bonds  and 
not  for  the  nonpayment  of  money.    The  obligation  did  not  come  within  arts. 


129 
Damages— Continued. 

1066, 1067  C.  C,  but  was  governed  by  arti.  1840  and  1841.    Although  the 

plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the  amount  of  the  debentures,  they  were 

under  the  code  entitled  to  damages,  independent  of  the  question  of  time  or 

of  interest.    When  a  party  has  suffered  wrong  and  is  unable  to  prove  the 

damages  sustained  by  that  wrong,  the  court  should  not  •dismiss  his  action, 

but  give  him  reasonable  damages.  '■■  '  • 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  dissenting. — ^The  claim  is  to  recover  damages,  apart  from 
the  amount  of  the  debentures  and  interest,  for  which  an  action  has  been 
brought  and  is  pending.  Although  expressing  his  doubts  with  great  hesit- 
ancy, he  had  been  unable  to  discover  anything  in  the  case  other  than  simple 
delay  in  not  paying  in  the  manner  agreed  on,  for  which  the  only  claim  the 
plaintiff  would  have  against  the  defendants  would  be  for  the  delivery  of  the 
debentures,  or  their  value  in  money  and  interest.  The  agreement  to  take 
stock  and  pay  for  it  in  debentures  was  no  more  than  an  agreement  to  take 
stock  securing  the  payment  of  the  money  therefor  by  debentures,  and  there- 
fore an  obligation  to  pay  money  to  which  art.  1077  C.C.  applies.  The  plain- 
tiffs' action  should  be  dismissed  on  the  twofold  ground  that  the  declaration 
discloses  no  right  of  action  and  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  proved  that  they 
suffered  any  loss  or  damage  for  which  the  appellants  could  be  held  liable. 

Per  Gwynne  J.— The  County  of  Ottawa  could  not,  by  reason  of  being 
shai^holders  in  the  railway  company,  be  regarded  as  partners  with  the  com- 
pany, and  so  within  art.  1840  of  the  C.C,  but  if  they  could  be  so  regarded 
the  damages  specially  sought  to  be  recovered  are  not  recoverable  being 
altogether  too  remote  and  not  consequential  on  the  non-execution  of  the 
obligation  declared  upon,  nor  is  there  any  loss  alleged  and  proved  to  support 
a  judgment  for  the  1100  given. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

OoontF  of  Ottawa  t.  H.  0.  &  W.  By.  Co.-8th  March,  188ft. 

41.  Railway   company  —  Accident  —  Negligence  —  Wharf —  Ferry  — 
Damages  increased  by  adding  interest  from  date  of  demand. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  26. 

42.  Dead  freight — Amount  of  agreed  freight  which  would  have  been 
earned  on  deficient  cargo. 

See  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  8.  * 

43.  Nominal  damages— Court  will  not  grant  now  trial  when  defendant 
entitled  to,  for  technical  breach  of  contract. 

Se«  NEW  TRIAL  15.     ,,,        ,    '.^^.:',:, 

Dead  Freight  ;  •       v -^  -' —  i  : ;    v 

See  SHIPS  AND  SKF^I^LliCfr  8. 
9  ■ 
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See  EXECUTORS  1.        ',^'  V     >'  ■■\':.-^' i^'.-':'/' ^'■''^''■'''''''^' 
«    EVIDENCE  8.         ■■■'\':::"-v"'-'\,:vr;;;^^-' ■  j'^-;'-/:  [C^:...^  ■'' 

Debentures— Issued  by  tiusteea  under  statutory  authority. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  6.     :        '        '.  .    v  j>      •'  v: 

2.  Joint  purchase  ot  v-      ,•         ■  ;  '  /        ^^^ 

See  PARTNERSHIP  2. 

3.  Agreement  by  municipal  corporation  to  pay  for  stock  in  railway  oom« 
pany— Breach — Special  damages. 

See  DAMAGES  40.  :-7>,";.  •■^•■■'  •';•■■'  -'  ■•;' 

Debtor — Appropriation  by.       :  a  -'^'^  '   ■  ^  f\' 

'^'' -■■^■^' '  ^      ■      See  PAYMENT  5.   '■■''  '  '  .-  '■'-•  '^'■^^'•'' 

Deceit — Action  of  against  company  and  promoters— Misrepresentation 
— Concealment — False  statements  in  prospectus. 

See  CORPORATIONS  24.  ^      ,     1  \ 

Deed.-~~Escrow— Estoppel. 

To  a  declaration  for  quiet  enjoyment  in  a  mortgage  to  the  plaintilig, 
executed  by  T.,  the  defendants'  grantee,  R.,  one  of  the  defendants,  pleaded 
that  T.  did  not,  after  the  making  of  that  deed,  convey  to  the  plaintiffs.  The 
deed  from  defendants  to  T.  was  dated  22nd  June,  1855,  and  the  mortgage 
from  T.  to  the  plaintiff^  was  dated  10th  April,  1855.  Both  were  registered  on 
the  28th  July,  1855 — the  deed  first.  It  appeared  that  there  were  two  mort- 
gages from  T.  to  the  plaintiffs  on  another  lot.  when  this  mortgage  was  made, 
and  instead  of  which  it  was  given.  After  executing  this  mortgage,  T.  found 
that  a  deed  from  the  defendants  to  him  was  necessary  to  give  the  legal  title, 
and  he  got  the  deed  in  question.  The  two  mortgages  were  not  discharged 
until  the  16th  August,  1855. 

Held,  on  appeal,  affirming  the  ju'Igment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
Ontario,  that  the  whole  transactions  shewed  that  the  mortgage  was  not 
intended  to  take  effect  until  the  perfecting  of  T.'s  title  and  the  discharge  of 
the  other  mortgages  for  which  it  was  given,  and  that  the  plaintiff*,  therefore, 
could  recover.  Also,  that  assuming  the  deed  of  the  10th  of  April  to  have 
been  a  completed  instrument  from  its  date,  the  usual  covenant  contained  in 
it  that  the  grantor  was  seized  in  foe  at  the  date  of  the  deed  created  an 
estoppel,  and  that  the  estoppel  was  fed  by  the  estate  T.  acquired  by  deed  of 
J        22nd  June,  1885.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

■       The  TroBt  and  loan  Co.  T.  Battan.— 1, 564> 

2.  Erroneous  statement  in— Evidence  as  to. 
.      '  ,      See  JUDICIAL  AVOWAL,  y. -^-inm  .  ,^  . 
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3.  Prohibttlon  to  alienate  In  a  purely  onerona  title  .void -Art.  970  C.  <".  Ii. 

C,  18  Tie.  eh.  SSO. 

By  18  Vic  ch,  260,  W.  F.  and  his  brother  were  authorized  to  sell  certain 
entailed  property  in  consideration  of  a  non-redeeiu<ih1e  rent  representing  the 
value  of  the  property.  On  the  7th  September,  1860,  the  appellant  and  E. 
F.  assigned  to  their  brother,  A.  F.,  a  piece  of  land  forming  part  of  the  above 
entailed  property,  in  consideration  of  a  rente  fonciire  of  six  pounds,  payable 
the  1st  day  of  October  of  each  year.  The  deed  was  registered  and  contained 
the  following  stipulation:  "But  ii,  is  agreed  that  the  assignee  cannot  alienate 
m  any  manner  whatsoever  the  said  land,  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  any  person 
without  the  express  and  written  consent  of  the  assignors  under  penalty  of 
the  nullity  of  the  said  deed.'  The  property  was  subsequently  seized  by  a 
judgment  creditor  of  A.  F.,  and  appellant  opposed  the  sale  and  asked  that 
the  seizure  be  declared  null,  because  the  property  seized  could  not  be  sold 
by  reason  of  the  above  prohibition  to^lienate. 

Held,  on  appeal,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the 
deed  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  18  Vic.  ch.  250,  and 
being  a  purely  onerous  title  on  its  face,  the  prohibition  to  alienate  contained 
in  said  deed  was  void.    Art,  970  C.  C.  L.  C. 

Query—Whether  the  substitutes  may  not,  when  the  substitution  opens, 
attack  the  deed  for  want  of  sufficient  consideration. 

..  '     ■  Fraser  V.  Pouliotr-lT,  S15. 

4.  Held,  Per   Taschereau  and    Gwynne    JJ ^That  a   deed,  taken  under  9 

Vic.  ch.  37  sec.  17,  before  a  notary  (though  not  under  the  seal  of  the  Commis- 
sioners) from  a  person  in  possession,  which  was  subsequently  confirmed  by  a 
judgment  of  ratification  of  a  Superior  Court  was  a  valid  deed,  that  all  rights 
of  property  were  purged,  and  that  if  any  of  the  auteurs  of  the  petitioner 
Med  to  urge  their  rights  on  the  monies  deposited  by  reason  of  the  customary 
dower,  the  ratification  of  the  title  was  none  the  less  valid. 

Chevrier  t.  The  Qneen.-lT,  1. 

!«•  Of  land-Constrnctlon  of. 

Held,  per  Strong  J — Extrinsic  evidence  of  monuments  and  actual 
boundary  marks  is  admissible  to  control  the  deed,  but  if  reference  is  made 
by  the  deed  to  such  monuments  and  boundaries,  they  control,  though  they 
call  for  courses,  distances,  or  computed  contents  which  do  not  agree  with 
those  in  the  deed. 

»  T«f«..^„j  *  .1  flraggett  ?•  Carter.— -x.  105. 

9.  intended  to  operate  as  mortgage.  *»«v«. 

See  MORTGAGE  9. 
1.  Varying  original  praise  of  sale. 
See  SALE  OF  LANDS  9. 

^ 
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8.  Of  compromiee — Action  to  set  aside  for  fraud  and  coercion.  <i  v?  ^ 

See  PARTITION. 

9.  Missing— Evidence  of  under  law  of  N.S.— Certificate  of  Registrar- 
Affidavit.  ,,.      ,      ,;  ,  :.  • 

See  EJECTMENT  3.  '      . 

Delegation— Of  authority  by  Attorney  General. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  7. 
2.   Of  payment— Personal  liability  undor. 

See  HYPOTHEC. 

Delivery— 0^  railway  iron. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  1. 
2.    Of  policy— F^ffect  of.  •^ 

See  INSURANCE,  LIFE  5.        .     ' ;  j  ,^    ;,  .,  ,^_^ 

Demolition  of  Works— in  PH>Tlnce  of  Quebec,  bow  demaudedl. 

Held,  that  demolition  of  works  completed  may  properly  be  demanded 
in  a  petitory  action  for  the  recovery  of  property  and  that  the  present  action 

is  one  in  the  nature  of  a  petitory  action. 

,,  Joyce  V.  Hart.— 1, 321. 

Demurrage. 

Sfe  SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING  8.  •-    -  '        . 

Demurrer— In  action  of  conversion  against  sheriff. 

.'^'ee  CORPORATIONS  5. 
2.   Petition  of  riffbt. 

N.  C,  the  suppliant,  by  his  petition  of  right,  claimed,  as  representing 
the  heirs  of  P.  W.jr.,  certain  parcels  of  land  originally  granted  by  letters 
patent  from  the  Crown,  dated  5th  January,  1806,  to  P.  W.  senr.,  together 
with  a  sum  of  $200,000,  for  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  derived  therefrom  by 
the  Qovernment  since  the  illegal  detention  thereof.     •'  • 

The  Crown  pleaded  to  this  petition  of  right— Ist,  by  demurrer,  defenu 

.  aufonds  en  droit,  alleging  that  the  description  of  the  limits  and  position  of 
the  property  claimed  was  insufficient  inlaw;  2nd,  that  the  conclusions  of 
the  petition  were  insufficient  and  vague ;  3rd,  that  in  so  far  as  respects  the 

,      rents,  issues  and  profits  there  had  been  no  signification  to  the  Government 
of  the  gifts  or  transfers  made  by  the  heirs  to  the  suppliants. 

.4  .,  i     Held,  that  the  objection  taken  shotdd  have  been  pleaded  by  exception 
la  forme,  pursuant  to  Art.  116  C.  C.  P.,  and  as  the  demurrer  was  to  all  the 

"     rents,  issues  and  profits  as  well  as  those  since  the  transfer,  it  was  too  large 

and  should  be  dismissed,  even  supposing  notification  of  the  transfer  necessatj 

with  respect  to  rents,  issues  and  profits  accrued  previous  to  the  sale  to  him 

by  the  heirs  of  P.  W.  jr.  .  .    , 

Chevrler  V.  The  aoeen.-lT.  1' 


a 
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3.  Judgment  on — When  final  jadgment  from  which  appeal  lies.  ;  ,^ 

6ee  JURISDICTION  9, 17,  18,  21.  ^  ; 

«  DAMAGES25.    ;'..   .^.:  .  ,..v-.'..  .^;.,  :,  .„y  [>...-    ■<-.■,,?     " 

4.  To  action  of  damages  for  malioioasly  obtaining  injanction. 

S«e  DAMAGES  19. 

5.  In  action  on  ordernnder  Companies  Act,  1862  (Imp.) 

6'ce  CORPORATIONS  15.      . 

6.  To  action  of  damages  for  malicious  proceedings  in  insolvency,         ^t 

Se*- DAMAGES  25. 

7.  To  return  fo  Mandamus.  .  >-      .^    >>  >  i  / /^.s  i,.<^      .v  ; 

See  MANDAMUS  6.      •  '•.■  ^  »:>.:../:,■■-■'•"■■■•'»-■ - 

8.  To  plea  to  jurisdiction  of  County  Court — Pi-ohibition, 

5ee  PROHIBITION  4.  -    .,..,,,  s.      .  v.  <   /. 

Deposit — In  bank  to  credit  of  succession — Agency.     •  ' 

See  BANKS  AND  BAN^NG  4. 
Deputy  Returning  Ofilcer— Conspiracy  between,  and  respondent. 

See  ELECTION  21. 
Description — Of  land  by  reference  to  plan.  " 

'-      '"    i>ee  BOUNDARY.       '  " 
2.  By  metes  and  bounds— when  parcel  of  land  granted  by  specific  name. 

,See  EASEMENT. 

Detinue— Action  of. 

iJeeLIEN. 
Director — Of  company — sale  by  to  company — Ratification  by  share* 
holders. 

See  CORPORATIONS  26.  '       ^;  ^     ';  ,     ,      ; 

Discretion.  ,  .,  /  >   -r 

^,,,,      Sec  APPEAL  14.        ,        /,'.,.      ',..       ■.■.,  ,^..  -.;.:>.,;,'' :-.,v    ■,.-V' 
.,^'^..^      «    NEWTRIALU.      ,.,,,,:,.,'-'    -..  ^' -    '- ,/:  Jy^wi^  .T%^ 
Distress — Exemption  from— Beplevln. 

W.  let  an  unfurnished  house  to  one  Mrs.  M.  to  be  uaed  as  a  boarding 
house.  Mrs.  M.  applied  to  F.  &  Son  for  furniture,  which  they  refused  to 
supply  unless  W.  would  guarantee  that  it  would  not  be  distrained  for  rent. 
W.  thereupon  signed  the  following  mem.,  which  was  delivered  to  P.  A  Son 
by  Mrs.  M. :  "  The  bearer,  Mrs.  M.,  being  about  to  purchase  some  furniture 
from  Wm.  F.  &  Son,  and  my  rent  being  guaranteed,  I  hereby  agree  not  to 
take  the  fiirniture  so  to  be  himished  by  Wm.  F.  &  Son  for  any  rent  that  may 
become  due."  F.  i&  Son  then  deUvered  the  furniture  to  Mrs.  M.,  the  said 
furniture  to  be  paia  for  by  monthly  payments,  and  "  to  remam  the  property 
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of  F.  &  Son  till  paid  for  in  full."     W.  levied  upon  the  furniture.  F.  &  Son 

replevied  and  obtained  a  verdict,  which  the  court  below  refused  to  set  aside. 

Held,  that  the  mem.  signed  by  W.  constituted  a  binding  contract  or 

.    arrangement  with  F.  &  Son  not  to  distrain,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the 

court  below  should  be  affirmed. 

«   „  .,  Wallace  V.  Fraser-ii.  5M. 

2.  For  mortgage  money. 

Sm  MORTGAGE  4.  '  J    ' 

DlVOrCG  —  Decree  "for,  oblHlned  In  State  of  Mew  York  -In  force  In  Quebec 
—Ktteet  of  submitting  to  Jarladtctlon  of  foreign  court— Domicile  of 
parties— Bight  of  wife  to  sue  (ester  en  Jngement)  In'^nebec  wltbont 
authorisation— Art.  14  C.  C.  P* 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
(appeal  side)  in  Montreal,  on  the  19th  day  of  September,  1883,  reveising  t 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  rendered  on  the  25th  oi  February,  1882. 

The  facts  of  the  case  may  be  summed  up  as  follows  :  — 
.._  On  the  7th  of  May,  1871,  the  appellant  (Virginia  Gertrude  Stevens), 
and  respondent  (Henry  Julius  Fisk)  both  being  domiciled  in  the  ^ity  of  New 
York,  were  duly  married  in  that  city  without  ante-nuptial  contract.  By  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  New  York  no  community  of  property  is  created  between 
persons  married  there  without  ante-nuptial  contract,  and  the  wile  holds  and 
acquires  property  in  her  own  name,  entirely  free  from  marital  control,  as  if 
she  were  a  feme  sole, 
;  Before  and  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with  the  respondent,  the  appel- 

lant had  a  fortune  in  her  own  right,  amounting  to  $220,775.74,  inherited 
from  her  father,  and  consisting  of  cash,  bonds,  and  other  moveable  property. 
On  the  8th  of  January,  1872,  the  appellant  received  this  fortune  from  her 
trustees,  and  thereupon  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  the  respondent,  who 
administered  and  controlled  it  until  the  25th  day  of  September,  1876.  The 
respondent  kept  his  domicile  in  New  York  for  about  eighteen  months  after 
the  marriage,  when  he  suddenly  removed  to  Montreal,  where  he  established 
himself  in  business,  and  where  he  has  resided  ever  since.  The  appellant 
'  accompanied  her  husband  to  Canada  in  1872,  but  does  not  appear  to  have 
<  actually  resided  there  for  much  more  than  a  year.  Since  1872  the  appellant 
'  lived  alternately  in  Paris  and  in  New  York.  In  1876,  being  dissatisfied  with 
her  husband's  administration  of  her  fortune,  she  demanded  the  return  of  her 
securities,  and  obtained  a  small  portion  of  them.  In  the  latter  part  of  Feb- 
ruary, the  appellant,  being  then  a  resident  of  the  State  of  New  York  as 
required  by  the  laws  of  that  State,  instituted  proceedings  for  divorce  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  on  the  ground  of  her  husband's  adultery. 
Th«   respondent   was  personally  served  with  process  in  Montreal,  and 
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appeared  in  the  suit  by  his  attorneys,  who  were  present  at  every  itep  in  the 
'  ■  procedure,  but  fyleu  no  plea  to  the  demand.  In  December,  1880,  the  appel- 
lant  obtained  from  that  court  a  decree  ot  divorce  absolute  in  her  favour,  on 
the  ground  of  her  husband's  adultery.  The  effect  of  this  decree,  according 
to  the  laws  of  New  York,  was  to  dissolve  the  marriage  tie,  and  to  place  the 
'  '    appellant  in  the  same  position  as  if  she  had  never  been  married. 

On  the  29th  of  August,  1881,  the  appellant,  after  fruitless  endeavors  to 
obtain  from  the  respondent  an  account  of  his  gestion,  took  the  present 
action  in  the  Superior  Court  at  Montreal  to  force  him  to  render  an  account. 
'  The  chief  grounds  of  defence  raised  by  the  respondent  in  his  pleas 
were :  Ist.  That  the  appellant  was  still  his  wife,  and,  2nd,  that  she  was  not 
authorized  to  institute  the  present  action. 
;  The  Superior  Court  overruled  the  defendant's  pleas,  and  held  that  the 

divorce  alleged  in  the  declaration  was  good  and  valid  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  (5  Leg.  News  79),  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  by  a  majority  of  a 
single  judge,  jeversed  this  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  divorce 
had  no  force  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  that,  consequently,  the  plaintiff, 
being  still  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  could  not  institute  her  proceedings 
without  marital  or  judicial  authorization.    (6  Leg.  News  329). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Strong  J.  dissenting, 

1.  Per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Henry  and  Gwynne  JJ.,  that  under  the  circum- 
stances the  decree  obtained  by  the  appellant  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York  should  have  been  recognized  as  valid  by  the  courts  of  the  Province 

■ .   of  Quebec. 

2.  Per  Fournier,  Henry  and  Gwynne  J  J.,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  appellant,  a  foreigner,  to  obtain  the  authorization  required  by  Arts.  176 
or  178  C.C.  in  order  to  sue  iester  en  jugement)  as  in  his  own  country,  such 
authorization  was  not  necessary.    Art.  14  C.C.P. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J. — The  evidence  established  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  suffi- 
cient residence  in  New  York  to  enable  her  to  obtain  under  the  law  of  New 

>  York  a  valid  divorce  there,  and  that  she  did  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  without  fraud  or  collusion,  obtain  such  divorce  from 
a  court  competent  to  pronounce  it.     That  if  the  question  of  jurisdiction 

';  turns  on  the  question  of  the  husband's  domicile,  the  burthen  was  on  the 
husband  of  showing  that  he  had  actually  changed  his  domicile  animo  et  de 
facto.  Having  been  cited  before  the  court  of  New  York,  and  having 
appeared  in  the  suit  and  submitted  to  and  not  disputed  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  the  legitimate  presumption  against  him  was  that  he  had  not 
changed  his  domicile  animo  et  de  facto.  That  independent  of  any  question 
of  domicile,  he  having  appeared  and  submitted  to  and  not  questioned  the 
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juriBdiotion,  was  bound  by  the  decree  and  should  not  be  allowed  to  affirm 
that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  it,  and  to  claim  that  the 
marriage  dissolved  in  New  York  in  a  proceeding  to  which  he  was  an  unobject- 
ing  party,  and  which  he  had  never  before  questioned,  was  subsisting  in 
Quebec. 

Strong  J.  dissenting.— Was  of  opinion  that  as  regards  the  question  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  divorce  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  perfectly  right. 

Ab  regards  the  other  question,  one  peculiar  to  French  law,  that  as  to 
the  plaintifTs  right  to  institute  and  maintain  the  action  without  the  authori- 
zation of  justice,  from  the  best  consideration  he  had  been  able  to  give  the 
point  he  was  of  opinion  the  court  below  was  right  in  that  also. 

The  judgments  of  Gwynne  and  Henry  JJ.  will  be  found  reported  at 

length  in  8  Legal  News,  p.  42,  and  the  judgment  of  Fournier  J.  in  the  same 

vol.  at  p.  53. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Stevens  t.  FIsk,  12tli  Janaary,  1885. 

Dol  personnel. 

See  SHERIFF  5. 
Domicile — Of  wife  for  purpoBO  of  taking  proceedings  for  divorce. 

See  DIVORCE. 

Dominion  Lands  Act,  The— 

See  PATENT. 
Donation — Artlclen  SOS,  103«  C.  C.  p.  4.— Donation  tn  nmrrlavo  contract 
—Proof  of  Insolvency  of  donor  at  date  of  donation  necessary  to  set  aside. 

On  the  27th  June,  1876,  L.  et  al.  sold  to  M.  T.  a  property  for  $12,350,  of 
which  price  $3,789  were  paid  in  cash.  On  16th  June,  1879,  E.  T.,  daughter 
of  M.  T.,  married  J.  K..  and  in  their  contract  of  marriage  M.  T.  made  a  dona- 
tion to  his  daughter,  E.  T.,  of  certain  property  of  considerable  value,  and 
remained  with  no  other  property  than  that  sold  to  him  by  L,  et  al. 

In  July,  1881,  L.  et  al.  brought  an  action  to  set  aside  the  gift  in  questic, 
claiming  that  the  property  sold  having  become  so  depreciated  in  value  as  to 
be  insufficient  to  cover  their  claim  for  the  balance  remaining  due  to  them 
and  secured  only  by  the  property  so  sold,  the  gift  in  this  marriage  contract 
had  reduced  M.  T.  to  a  state  of  insolvency,  and  had  been  made  in  fraud  of 
L.  et  al.,  and  that  at  the  time  the  gift  was  nude  M.  T.  was  notoriously  insol- 
vent.    ■■■'■•  ■"-'  "  '-  '.    '   ■■• 

M.  T.  pleaded,  inter  alia,  denying  averments  of  insolvency,  fraud  or 
wrongdoing. 

The  only  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  property  still  held  by  M.  T.  at  the 
date  of  the  donation,  16th  June,  1879,  was  the  evidence  of  an  auctioneer, 
who  merely  spoke  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  November,  1881,  and  that 


13*7 
Donation— Continued. 

of  a  real  estate  agent,  who  did  not  know  in  what  condition  the  property  was 
two  years  before,  but  stated  that  it  was  not  worth  more  than  $6,000  in  No- 
vember, 1881,  adding  that  he  considered  property  a  little  better  now  than  it 
was  two  years  before,  although  very  little  changed  in  price. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  in  order  to  obtam 
the  revocation  of  the  gift  in  question,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
prove  the  insolvency  or  d6confiture  of  the  donor  at  the  time  of  the  donation, 
and  that  there  was  no  proof  in  this  case  sufficient  to  show  that  the  property 
remaining  to  the  donor  at  the  date  of  his  donation  was  inadequate  to  pay 
the  hypothecary  claims  with  which  it  was  charged. 

Treacey  v.  Llsgett.-lx,  411. 

EaSOmont — orant  of  servient  tenement— Implied  reservation— Implied 
grant— Plan— Evidence— Bonndarlea— Description— Riparian  proprietor- 
Diversion  of  water. 

Held,  that  one  piece  of  land  cannot  be  said  to  be  burdened  by  an  ease- 
ment in  favor  of  another  piece  when  both  belong  absolutely  to  the  same 
owner,  who  has,  in  the  exercise  of  his  own  unrestricted  right  of  enjoyment, 
the  power  of  using  both  as  Le  thinks  fit  and  of  making  the  use  of  one  parcel 
subservient  to  that  of  the  other,  if  he  chooses  so  to  do, — and  if  the  title  to 
different  parcels  comes  to  be  vested  in  the  same  owner,  there  is  an  extinguish- 
ment of  any  easements  which'may  previously  have  existed,  a  species  of  merger 
by  which  what  may  have  been,  whibt  the  different  parcels  were  in  separate 
hands,  legal  easements,  cease  to  be  so,  and  become  mere  easements  in  fact — 
quasi  easements. 

If  the  quasi  servient  tenement  is  subsequently  first  conveyed  without 
expressly  providing  for  the  continuance  of  the  easements,  there  is  no  implied 
reservation  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  retained  by  the  grantor,  except  of 
easements  of  necessity,  and  no  distinction  is  to  be  made  tor  this  purpose 
between  easements  which  are  apparent  and  those  which  are  non-apparent. 

If  the  dominant  tenement  is  first  granted,  all  quasi  easements  which 
have  been  enjoyed  as  appendant  to  it  over  a  quasi  servient  tenement  retained 
by  the  grantor,  pass  by  implication . 

Besides  the  lands  the  title  to  which  was  derived  from  their  common 
grantor,  the  appellant  was  proprietor  of  another  piece  of  land,  called  Slock 
A.,  situated  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  River  Maitland,  the  boundary  of  said 
block  on  the  river  side  being  high  water-mark. 

Held,  that  the  lateral  or  riparian  contact  of  the  land  with  the  water 
would  suffice  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  object  to  any  unauthorized  inter- 
ference with  the  flow  of  the  river  in  its  natural  state. 
'  In  1859  the  then  owners  of  part  of  the  lands  in  question  had  a  plan  pre- 

pared and  registered,  and  in  1871   they  conveyed  a  parcel  which  they 
described  as  Block  F. 


'  -,■    ■-.*'.-'■>'. 
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'  Held,  that  it  must  be  presumed  they  intended  to  convey  the  same  par- 

cel of  land  ahown  on  said  plan  as  Block  P.,  with  the  same  natural  bouodariei 
as  those  thereon  indicated. 

Held,  that  the  evidence  of  professional  draughtsmen  was  properly 
admitted  to  show  what,  according  to  the  general  practice  and  usage  of 
draughtsmen  in  preparing  plans,  certain  shadings  and  marks  on  said  plan 
were  intended  to  indicate. 

When  a  close  or  parcel  of  land  is  granted  by  a  specific  name,  and  it  can 
,  ;;  be  shown  what  are  the  boundaries  of  such  close  or  parcel,  the  governing 
part  of  the  description  is  the  specific  name,  and  the  whole  parcel  will  pass, 
even  though  to  the  general  description  there  is  superadded  a  particular 
description  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  by  a  plan  which  does  not  show  the 
whole  contents  of  the  land  as  included  in  the  designation  by  which  it  is 

known. 

Attrlll  T.  Pratt-x.  425. 

2.    Begistration  of  deed  creating— Ro^.  Sis.  N.S.  4tb  series  oh.  79  sees. 

9  and  19. 

See  TRESPASS  5. 

3>   Llfftat  and  air— Twenty  yenrti*   nnlnterrnpled  use  of— Prescription— Xli> 
direction— Damaged,  measure  of. 

Action  oii  the  case  for  obstructing  plaintiff s  light?.    The  plaintiff  and 

defendant  were  owners  of  contiguous  houses.    The  defendant's  house  was 

built  some  time  prior  to  1853  for  one  Bums,  who  in  April  of  that  year  sold 

and  conveyed  it  to  one  Seely,  who  afterwards  deeded  to  one  Hogan,  from 

whom  the  plaintiff  purchased  under  a  registered  deed.     In  the  summer  of 

1853,  whilst   the  defendant's  house  was  in  the    occupation  of  one  Mrs. 

Banney,  a  tenant  of  Seely,  the  house  owned  by  the  plaintiff  was  built  for 

one  Adams,  from  whom,  through  several  mesne  conveyances,  the  plaintiff 

derived  his  title.    In  the  fall  of  1853,  whilst  the  plaintiff's  house  was  in 

course  of  erection,  two  windows  were  placed  in  the  gable  end  of  it  to  afford 

light  and  air  to  the  bedrooms  in  the  attic.    These  windows  overlooked  the 

house  which  Bums  had  erected.    Mr.  Adams  began  to  live  in  the  house 

about  December,  1854.    The  windows  remained  where  they  were  placed 

and  unobstructed  until  August,  1874,  when  the  defendant,  by  raising  his 

house  and  putting  a  mansard  roof  upon  it,  caused  the  obstraction  complained 

of,  by  closing  up  the  lower  half  of  the  windows. 

,•  v.f        There  was  no  evidence  of  an  express  grant  of  an  easement,  the  plaintiff 

relying  upon  the  fact  of  twenty  years'  uninterrupted  enjoyment  as  entitling 

him  to  recover.    For  the  defendant  it  was  shewn  by  Seely  that  he  never 

gave  Adams  permission  to  put  the  windows  there,  and  also  that  he  did  not 

notice  them  till  afber  he  had  parted  with  his  title  (which  was  in  1857). 
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Seely  stated,  however,  that  he  saw  Adams'  house  being  built.  The  defendant 
swore  that  he  had  examined  the  county  records,  and  that  there  was  no  grant 
of  an  easement  in  the  lights  in  question  on  record.  He  also  testified  that 
, .  he  was  ignorant  of  the  windows  when  he  bought,  which  was  in  the  spring  of 
.,...  1874,  and  did  not  know  of  them  till  the  obstruction  was  made.  The  evi- 
dence was  not  certain  as  to  when  Mrs.  Ranney's  tenancy  terminated.  No 
question  appears  to  have  been  raised  at  the  trial  as  to  the  time  her  lease 
terminated,  nor  was  this  point  left  to  the  jury,  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  being  that  the  time  began  to  run  from  the  period  when  the  windows 
were  put  in,  and  that  the  tenancy  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  question. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  of  New  Brunswick,  before  whom  the  case  was 
tried,  directed  the  jury  that  "  if  Mr.  Seely,  the  owner  of  the  land,  did  not 
occupy  the  land  himself,  but  it  was  occupied  by  his  tenants,  then  he 
would  not  be  bound  by  the  user,  unless  he  knew  of  the  windows  being 
there ;  if  he  knew  of  the  windows  being  there,  and  did  not  obstruct  them  ' 
within  twenty  years,  he  would  be  bound,  and  the  tenancy  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question." 

And  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  the  learned  Chief  Justice  charged 
that :  "  The  fair  measure  would  be  what  it  would  cost  the  plaintiff  to  make 
such  alterations  in  his  house  as  would  admit  the  same  quantity  of  light  and 
air  as  he  had  before  the  defendant  raised  his  roof." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $400.  ,     > 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  1*  That  the  duration 
of  Mrs.  Kanney's  tenancy  was  a  proper  question  for  the  jury,  and  it  should 
have  been  left  to  them  without  the  qualittcatlon  that  it  made  no  difference 
if  Seely  had  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  windows ;  for  if  the  tenancy 
continued  subsequently  to  August,  1854,  there  was  manifestly  no  user  for 
twenty  years  with  the  consent  or  acquiescence  of  the  defendant  and  those 
through  whom  he  claimed,  for  Seely,  the  then  owner  of  the  fee,  would  have 
had  no  right  to  enter  upon  the  possession  of  his  tenant  for  the  purpose  of 
obstructing  the  lights.  ^     _    .    ^ 

2.  There  was  also  a  misdirection  as  to  the  measure  of  damages ;  the 
plaintiff  should  have  been  limited  to  a  recovery  in  respect  of  the  loss  and 
iaconvenience  caused  by  the  darkening  of  his  windows  up  to  the  time  when 
the  action  was  brought,  and  for  future  damages  he  could  bring  successive 
actions  from  time  to  time  as  long  as  the  nuisance  continued. 

ITie  court  below  went  at  length  into  the  question  regarding  the  nature 
and  effect  of  the  presumption  of  a  lost  grant  arising  from  twenty  years  use 
of  an  easement,  and  the  right  of  rebutting  such  presumptionHby  evidence, 
and  also  dealt  with  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  a  registered  conveyance 
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upon  a  title  to  an  easement  founded  upon  uuch  apreHumption.  See  the  case 
as  reported  in  2  Pugs.  &  Burb.  503.  As  to  the  Hrst  of  these  questions  see 
Angua  v.  Dalion  6  App.  Gases  740. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  made  absolute. 

Pugsley  >'•  Ring.— lath  December,  1879. 
Edit  de  Secondes  Noces,  1560. 

See  COMMUNITY. 
Education— Bduoational  Institution  inOityot  Montreal— Exempt  from 
taxation— Cons.  S.  L.  C.  ch.  15—41  Vio.  oh.  6  sec.  26 -Art.  712  Mun. 

CodeQ. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  13. 

2.  Educational  Institution — Property  held  by  as  a  farm— Proceeds  used 
at  another  house — Not  exempt  from  School  Taxes— 32  Vic.  ch.  16 
Bee.  13  Q.— C.  S.  L.  C.  ch.  16  sec.  77. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  14. 

3.  €on.  Stntv.  Ii.  C.  cb.  IS  MecM.  81  and  H3— 40  Tic.  oh.  'i'i  nee.  11  P.Q.—Con* 

Htructton  of— 33  Vic.  «li.  25  sec.  7  (P.  ^.)— Erection  of  a  ttctaool  IHonse- 
Declnlon  of  Saperintendent— BlanilaniiiB. 

Under  40  Vic.  ch.  22  see.  1 1  the  Superintendent  of  Education  for  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  on  an  appeal  to  him  from  the  decision  of  the  School 
Commissioners  of  St.  Valentin,  ordered  that  the  school  district  of  the  munici- 
pality of  St.  Valentin  should  be  divided  into  two  districts  with  a  school 
house  in  each. 

The  School  Commissioners  by  resolution  subsequently  decreed  the  divi- 
sion, and  a  few  days  later,  on  a  petition  presented  by  ratepayers  protesting 
against  the  division,  they  passed  another  resolution,  refusing  to  entertain  the 
petition.  Later  on,  without  having  taken  any  steps  to  put  into  execution  the 
decision  of  the  Superintendent,  they  passed  another  resolution,  declaring 
that  the  district  should  not  be  divided  as  ordered  by  the  .Superintendent, 
but  should  be  re-united  into  one. 

In  answer  to  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  granted  by  the  Superior 
Court  ordering  the  School  Commissioners  to  put  into  execution  the  decision 
of  the  Superintendent  of  Education,  the  School  Commissioners  (respondents) 
contended  that  they  had  acted  on  the  decision  by  approving  of  it,  and  that 
•  as  the  law  stood  they  had  power  and  authority  to  re-unite  the  two  districts 
on  the  petition  of  a  majority  of  the  ratepayers,  and  that  their  last  resolution 
was  valid  until  set  aside  by  an  appeal  to  the  superintendent. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side) 
that  the  Commissioners  having  acted  under  the  authority  conferred  upon  them 
by  Con.  Stats.  L  C.  ch.  15  sees.  31  and  33,  and  an  appeal  having  been  made 
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to  the  Superintendent  of  Education,  his  decision  in  the  matter  was  final  (40 

Vic.  oh.  22  sec.  IIP.  Q.),  and  could  only  be  modified  by  the  Superintendent 

.    himself  on  an  application  made  to  him  under  33  Vic.  ch.  25  sec.  7  ;  and, 

«     therefore,   that  the  peremptory  mandaniua  ordering    the  respondents  to 

:K    execute  the  Superintendent's  decision  should  issue.     , 

Appeal  allowed  with  costa. 

Tremblay  v.  School  Commissioners  of  Kt.  Valentin.— 8th  March,  1886. 
Ejectment. 

See  WILL  2.  • 

«    LETTERS  PATENT.  , 

2.  Powers  of  Court  of  Chancery  in  action  of— R.  S.  Ont.  ch.  40  sec.  87. 

See  POSSESSIONS. 

3.  Misalnv  deed— Evidence  of  execation  BUd  dellTery  of- Certiflcate  of  Rev« 
Intrar  of  de«di«— Affidavit  of  Mearch— ERtoppel. 

Action  of  ejectment.  The  action  was  twice  tried.  Plaintiffs,  executors 
of  original  plaintiff,  claimed  title  under  a  deed  dated  18th  June,  1856,  which 
Hugh  McMaster  deceased,  the  former  owner  of  the  land  in  question,  was 
alleged  to  have  executed,  conveying  said  land  to  his  son  Ronald  McMaster, 
,  '  who,  on  the  19th  April,  1869,  mortgaged  to  the  original  plaintiff.  This  mort- 
gage having  been  foreclosed,  the  land  was  purchased  by  the  mortgagee  at 
Sheriff's  sale. 

At  the  trial  plain  titi's  counsel  tendered  a  copy  of  the  deed  of  the  18th 
June,  1856,  certified  to  be  a  true  copy  by  the  registrar  of  deeds,  and  accom- 
panied by  an  affidavit  of  one  the  plaintiffs  to  the  effect : 

''That  the  original  deed  of  which  the  paper  writing  hereunto  annexed, 
f  marked  A,  is  a  copy  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  late  registrar  of  deeds, 
in  and  for  the  said  County  of  Inverness,  is  not  in  my  or  my  co-plaintiffs  pos- 
session, or  under  our  control ;  and  I  further  say  that  we  have  inquired  for, 
•  and  been  unable  to  procure  the  same."  "'■'''■'^"■'^^'-' — '.^^r  <■'■:■  ^^'■•■^ 

Donald  McMaster,  a  son  of  the  original  owner,  and  one  of  the  witnesses 
to  the  de^d,  gave  the  following  evidence : 

"I  went  to  the  registry  of  deed's  office,  and  proved  the  deed  from  my 
father,  Hugh  McMaster,  to  Ronald  McMaster,  his  son.  It  was  registered 
17th  June,  1856.  I  took  the  deed  to  the  registry  office,  and  left  it  there.  •  * 
*  I  am  not  aware  of  Ronald's  knowledge  of  the  deed  from  my  father." 
Ronald  swore  that  he  never  saw  the  deed,  and  never  heard  of  it  until  a  few 
years  before  the  first  trial,  in  October,  1880. 

It  was  agreed  that  plaintiff  should  become  non-suited  with  leave  to  move 
to  set  the  non-suit  aside,  and  in  case  the  court  should  think  the  non-suit 
wrong,  the  court  to  enter  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  (Maodonald  C.T.  and  Bigby,  Smith, 
and  Weatherbe  JJ.)  were  divided,  Rigby  and  Weatherbe  JJ.  being  of 
opinion  that  the  presumption  was  that  Hugh  Mc Master,  the  original  owner, 
having  signed  the  deed,  delivered  it  to  Donald  to  take  to  the  registry  office  to 
be  proved  and  registered  ;  that  by  this  registration  he  gave  notice  to  all  the 
world  that  he  had  conveyed  the  land  to  Ronald,  and  that  there  was  evidence 
for  a  jury ;  that  by  his  coaduct  in  relation  to  the  conveyance  to  Ronald  he 
had  induced  the  original  plaintifi'  to  accept  the  mortgage  from  Ronald, 
believing  the  title  to  be  vested  in  Ronald  by  virtue  of  the  deed.  Therefore 
the  defendant,  who  also  claimed  through  his  father,  was  estopped  from 
denying  the  due  exeouiion  of  the  deed.  Macdonald  C.J.  and  Smith  J.  were 
of  opinion  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  deed. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  establish  the  due  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  to 
Ronald.  The  copy  having  been  received  in  evidence  without  objection,  it 
was  too  late  to  object  to  its  admissibility.    Strong  J.  dubitante. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  verdict  directed  to  be  entered  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

McDonell  t.  McMaster,  22nd  Jaoe,  1885. 

£l6CtlOIl  -  Clerical  nndne  Influence. 

Held,  that  the  election  of  a  member  for  the  House  of  Commons  guilty 
of  clerical  undue  influence  by  his  agents  is  void.  That  sermons  and  threats 
by  certain  parish  priests  of  the  county  of  Charlevoix  amounted  in  this  case 
to  acts  of  undue  influence,  and  were  a  contravention  of  the  95th,  section  of 
the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874. 

Per  Ritchie  J. — A  clergyman  has  no  right,  in  the  pulpit  or  out,  by 
threatening  any  damage,  temporal  or  spiritual,  to  restrain  the  liberty  of  a 
voter  so  as  to  compel  him  into  voting  or  abstaining  from  voting  otherwise 
than  as  he  freely  wills. 

Cbarlevoix  Election  Case,  Brassard  v.  langeTln.-i.  145. 

2.  AdmlaalblUty  of  respondent's  evidence  (P.^.)— Maltlplldty  of  cbarKM— 
Bribery  nnd  nndne  Inflnence-Avency— Drlnklny  on  nomlnatloB  and 
polling  days.      ^        ,  ..;  ,,,;.  :;,.i.:   '.,■:•.      ■,  ,,,.,  ,.;,■;  -i' .-    ' 

The  petition  was  in  the  usual  form,  charging  bribery  and  corruption  on 
behalf  of  respondent  and  of  his  agents  ;  and  treating  by  respondent's  agents 
on  the  nomination  and  polling  days.  In  the  bill  ot  particulars  the  peti- 
tioners formulated  ninety-eight  different  charges,  but,  in  appeal,  they  only 
insisted  upon  seventeen  charges,  seven  of  which  attached  personally  to  the 
defendant,  and  ten  to  his  agents.  The  respondent  was  examined  on  his  own 
behalf,  anct  there  were,  in  all,  2s0  witnesses  heard.  >  v      'f ;  .      *  .  . 
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.r).  The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Montreal;  digmiss* 

>    ing  the  petition  on  all  the  charges,  was  unanimously  affirmed,  except  as  to 
r    the  charge  of  bribery  and  undue  influence  by  one  Robert,  hereafter  more 
particularly  referred  to.  -  '  >      • 

-•    It  was  Held, — 1st.  That  the  evidence  of  a  candidate  on  his  own  behalf, 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  is  admissible. 

2nd.  That  when  a  multiplicity  of  charges  of  corrupt  practices  are 
brought  against  a  candidate,  or  his  agents,  each  charge  should  be  treated  as 
a  separate  charge,  and,  if  proved  by  one  witness  only  and  rebutted  by 
another,  the  united  weight  of  their  testimony,  without  accompanying  or  col- 
lateral circumstances  to  aid  the  court  in  its  appreciation  of  the  contradictory 
statements,  cannot  overcome  the  effect  of  the  evidence  in  rebuttal,  and  that, 
in  such  a  case,  the  candidate  is  entitled  to  the  presumption  of  innocence  to 
turn  the  scale  in  his  favoi. 

3rd.  That  drinking  on  the  nomination  or  polling  day  is  not  a  corrupt 
practice  sufficient  to  void  an  election,  unless  the  drink  is  given  by  an  agent 
on  account  of  the  voter  having  voted  or  being  about  to  vote.  (39  Vio.  ch. 
9  sec.  94  D.,  compared  with  17  &  18  Vio.  ch.  102  ss.  4,  23  &  36  Imp.) 

4th.  That  a  candidate,  charged  by  his  opponent  with  having  no 
influence,  is  not  guilty  of  a  corrupt  practice,  if,  in  a  public  speech,  in  reply 
to  the  attack,  he  states  "  that  he  had  had  influence  to  procure  more  appoint- 
ments  for  the  electors  of  the  county  than  any  member." 

The  evidence  on  the  Robert  charge  was  to  the  following  effect :  Robert, 
''  long  before  the  election  was  thought  of,  together  with  members  of  his  fam- 
ily, (the  Par^  family)  exhibited  a  strong  desire  to  obtain  an  employment  for 
his  brother-in-law,  one  Edward  Honor6  Ouellette.  Robert,  being  a  political 
supporter,  a  client  and  a  personal  friend  of  Mr.  Laflamme,  asked  him  on  dif- 
ferent occasions  if  he  could  procure  his  brother  in-law  (Ouellette)  a  place. 
The  first  time  he  spoke  to  him  with  reference  to  it  was  about  a  year  previous 
to  the  election  ;  but  he  did  not  say  anything  to  him  on  that  occasion  about 
his  father-in-law  (Par6).  Robert's  evidence  on  this  part  of  the  oasethen  goes 
on  as  follows  :  ''  Q.  On  what  occasion  did  you  speak  to  him  (Mr.  Laflamme) 
about  it  ?  A.  It  was  when  the  question  of  an  election  arose  that  I  spoke  to 
him  about  it.  Q.  Last  fall  ?  A.  Yes.  Q.  What  was  the  date  at  which  you 
spoke  to  him  regarding  the  Par6  family  ?  A.  I  cannot  positively  say,  but  it 
was  four  or  five  weeks  before  there  was  question  of  the  election.  It  was  then 
spoken  of  in  the  county  and  out  of  the  county.  Q.  That  was  during  the  elec- 
tion ?  A.  Yea.  Q.  At  all  events,  it  was  at  the  time  the  election  was  spoken 
of?  A.  Yes.  Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  regarding  your  brother-in-law 
and  your  father-in-law  ?  A.I  went  to  see  Mr.  Laflamme  on  different  occa- 
sions, when  I  had  some  accounts  to  give  him  to  collect,  and  I  said  to  him : 
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'  It  would  greatly  please  the  Par6  family  if  you  could  procure  a  place  for  my 
brother-in-law.'  Q.  Did  you  say  to  Mr.  Ladamme  in  what  way  it  would  please 
the  Far^  family?  A.  I  said  tbin  to  him  :  <It  might,  perhaps,  prevent  them 
from  voting  at  the  coming  election.'  Q.  WheA  you  told  Mr.  Laflamme  that 
the  Far§  family  could  be  useful  to  him  by  not  voting,  what  did  Mr.  Laflamme 
say?  A.  He  simply  told  me  'that  he  would  think  of  me,  and  that  if  a 
vacancy  occurred,  he  would  do  his  best  for  me.'  Mr.  Laflamme,  on  the  other 
hand,  states :  'He  (Robert)  had  asked  me,  not  during  the  election,  but  many 
months  before,  I  believe,  so  far  as  my  memory  goes,  a  year  before  there  wa« 
any  talk  of  an  election,  to  try  and  secure  some  office  or  occnpation,  with  a 
slight  remuneration,  for  his  b^othe^in-law  (Mr.  OuUette).  I  told  him  that  I 
would  consider  his  claims ;  that  he  was  one  of  my  best  supporters  ;  and,  if  I 
saw  any  occasion  where  it  would  be  possible  for  me  to  support  his  claim,  I 
would  do  so.  The  thing  remained  in  that  way ;  and  previous  to  the  election 
particularly,  there  was  never  one  word  said  or  breathed  on  that  subject  be- 
tween Mr.  Robert  and  myself.  I  never  asked  him  to  use  this  promise,  and 
never  intended  to  do  so ;  it  was  merely  because  he  was  a  personal  friend  of 
mine  and  a  man  of  respectability  and  importance  that  I  promised  to  consider 
his  claim,  as  I  was  justified  as  the  representative  of  the  county  In  doing.'" 
Evidence  was  given  that  Robert  attended  three  or  four  meetings  of  respond- 
ent's committee,  organized  at  Lachine  ;  that  he  checked  lists  and  reported 
his  acts  to  some  of  the  members  of  the  committee.  Before  the  election, 
Robert  repeated  to  the  Par6  family  what  had  taicen  place  between  him  and 
Mr.  Laflamme.  At  the  time  of  the  election,  Robert,  while  conversing  with 
the  Par6s  in  the  family  circle,  was  informed  by  one  of  them  "  they  would  vote 
for  Girouard  (the  defeated  candidate)  but  that  they  would  not  make  use  of 
theur  mfluence."  He  then  told  them  "  Do  as  you  please  ;  they  will  use  your 
votes  as  an  objection  to  giving  Mr.  Ouellette  a  place."  This  conversation 
was  not  reported  by  Robert  to  any  member  of  the  respondent's  committee. 

Held,  1.  That  the  respondent,  having  a  perfectly  legitunate  motive  in 
promising  Robert  to  try  and  get  an  office  for  his  brother-in-law — ^his  desire 
to  please  a  political  friend  and  supporter— was  not  guilty  of  a  corrupt  act  in 
making  such  promise  ;  and  further,  that  the  act  of  Robert,  in  relation  to  the 
votes  of  the  Par6  family,  even  if  a  corrupt  one,  was  not  committed  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  respondent. 

....      2.  That  whether  Robert  was  respondent's  agent  or  not,  the  conversa- 

•  tions  which  took  place  between  him  and  the  Par6  family  do  not  sufficiently 

show  a  corrupt  intent  on  his  part  to  influence  their  vote,  and  that  he  is  not 

guilty  of  bribery  or  undue  influence  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.- 

(Biohards  C  J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting). 
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Per  Richards  C.J.  and  Stro»g  J — There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  de- 
clare Robert  to  be  one  of  respondent's  agents.    (Hettry  J.  dissenting). 

Jacqaes  Cartier  Election  Case,  SomerTille  t,  Laflamme.— U,  216. 

3.  Preliminary  objeotioas  —Appeal  on. 

See  JURISDICTION  5. 

4.  Dominion  Parliament,  plenary  powem  of  levinlatlon  oP-The  Dominion 
Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874— Jurladletlon  of  Provincial  Superior 
Coarts-Power  of  Donslnlon  Parliament  to  alter  or  add  to  civil  rlfftata— 
Procednre-BVltlsli  BTortb  America  Act,  1867,  sees.  IS,  41,  91,  Mnb-secs.  13 
and  14  ofBee.  9S,  and  seeii.  tOl  and  189— Dominion  Court. 

The  Dominion  Parliament,  by  "  The  Dominion  Controverted  Elections 
Act,  1874,"  imposed  on  the  Provincial  Superior  Courts  and  the  judges  there- 
of the  duty  of  trying  controverted  elections  of  members  of  the  House  of 
Commons.  After  the  general  elections  of  1878,  the  respondent  fyled  an 
election  petition  iathe  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  against  the  return 
of  the  appellant  as  the  duly  elected  member  for  the  electoral  district  of 
Montmorency  for  the  House  of  Commons.     The  appellant  objected  to  the 

■  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  held  by  Meredith  C.J.,  on  the  ground  that  "  The 
Dominion  Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874,"  was  ultra  vires. 

BeM,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Meredith  C.J.,  1st.  That  "The  Domin- 
ion Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874,"  is  not  ultra  vires  of  the  Dominion 

'^  Parliament,  and  whether  the  Act  established  a  Dominion  Court  or  not,  the 
Dominion  Parliament  had  a  perfect  right  to  give  to  the  Superior  Courts  of 
the  respective  provinces,  and  the  judges    thereof,  the  power,  and  impose 

^  upon  them  the  duty,  of  trying  controverted  elections  of  members  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  did  not,  in  utilizing  existing  judicial  officers  and 
established  courts  to  discharge  the  duties  assigned  to  them  by  that  Act,  in 
any  particular  invade  the  rights  of  the  local  legislatures.  ..    , 

2.  That  upon  the  abandonment  by  the  House  of  Commons  of  the  juris- 
diction  exercised  over  controverted  elections,  without  express  le^Iation 
thereon,  the  power  of  dealing  therewith  would  fall,  ipao  /ac<o,  within  the 

.  jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Courts  of  the  provinces  by  virtue  of  the  inherent 
origmal  jurisdiction  of  such  courts  over  civil  rights. 

3.  That  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  the  right  to  interfere  with  civil 
rights,  when  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  legislatiag  generally  and  effectu- 
ally m  relation  to  matters  confided  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada. 

4.  Per  Ritchie  C  J.  and  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.— That  "The  Dom- 
inion Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874,"  established,  as  the  Act  of  1873  did, 
as  respects  elections,  a  Dominion  Court. 

Montmorency  Election  Case,  Talln  t.  Langlols.-lll,  1. 
10       .  ', 
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5.  The  Dominion  Controverted  Elections  Act,  I874-8ec.  8  anb^sec.  2~CroM 
petition— Delay  for  preaentlns; 

v.  (the  appellant),  the  sitting  member,  against  whom  an  election  peti- 
tion had  been  fyled  by  L.  (the  respondent),  an  unsuccessfiil  candidate,  pre- 
sented a  cross-petition  under  sec.  8  sub-sec.  2,  of  the  Dominion  Controverted 
Elections  Act,  1874,  alleging  that  L.  was  guilty,  as  well  by  himself  as  by  hit 
agents,  with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  of  corrupt  practices  at  the  said 
election.  This  cross-petition  was  not  fyled  within  thirty  days  after  the 
publication  in  the  Canada  Oazette  of  the  return  to  the  writ  of  election  by  the 
clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery,  but  within  the  delay  mentioned  in  the  Uut 
part  of  said  sub-sec.  2,  sec.  8,  viz. :  fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  peti- 
tion upon  v.,  complaining  of  his  election  and  return.  The  cross  petition 
was  met  by  a  preliminary  objection,  maintained  by  Meredith  C.J.,  alleging 
that  it  was  fyled  too  late. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  sitting  member  cannot  file  a  cross-petition, 
within  the  delay  of  fifteen  days  mentioned  in  the  last  part  of  sedd  sub-sec. 
2  of  sec.  8,  against  a  person  who  was  a  candidate  and  is  a  petitioner. 

Per  Fournier,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ The  said  extra  delay  of 

fifteen  days  is  given  only  when  a  petition   has  been  filed  against  the  sittinj; 

member,  alleging  corrupt  practices  after  the»retum.    (Henry  J.  dissenting,) 

Montmorency  Election  Case,  Talln  t.  Langlols.— Hi,  SO, 

O.  Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874— Olfto  and  subscriptions  for  cliarltablt 
purposes— Payment  of  a  Just  debt  without  reference  to  election,  not 
bribery. 

Held, — 1.  That  if  gifts  and  subscriptions  for  charitable  purposes,  made 
by  a  candidate  who  is  in  the  habit  of  subscribing  liberally  to  charitable  pur- 
poses, are  not  proved  to  have  been  offered  or  made  as  an  inducement  to,  or 
on  any  condition  that,  any  body  of  men,  or  any  individual,  should  vote  or 
act  in  any  way  at  an  election,  or  on  any  express  or  implied  promise  or 
undertaking  that  such  body  of  men,  or  individual,  would,  in  consequence  of 
such  gift  or  subscription,  vote  or  act  in  respect  to  any  future  election,  then 
such  gifts  or  subscriptions  are  not  a  corrupt  practice,  within  the  meaning  of 
that  expression  as  defined  by  the  Election  and  Controverted  Elections  Acb, 
1874. 

2.  That  the  settlement  by  payment  of  a  just  debt  by  a  candidate  to  an 
elector  without  any  reference  to  the  election,  is  not  a  corrupt  act  of  bribery, 
and  especially  so  when  the  candidate  distinctly  swears  he  never  asked  the 
elector's  support,  and  the  elector  says  he  never  promised  it  and  never  gave 
it.  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  J  J.  doubting  whether  the  transactions  proved 
were  not  within  the  prohibitory  provisions  of  the  Act. 

South  Ontario  Klectlon  Case,  McKay  y.Glen.-UI,  Ml. 
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7.  BlMtlon  appeni,  notice  of  B«t«tiiff  down  for  kearlny— Power  of  JTndve  who 
tried  the  petition  to  vrant  an  extension  of  time  for  fivinv  sncii  notice— 
8.  A  E.  O.  A.  Hec.  48— Snpreme  Court  Bales  06,  S». 

On  a  motion  to  quash  the  appeal  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  on  the 

ground  that  the  appellant  had  not,  within  three  days  after  the  Registrar  of 

'  1  the  court  had  set  down  the  matter  of  the  petition  for  hearing,  given  notice 
in  writing  to  the  respondent,  or  his  attorney  or  agent,  of  such  setting  down, 
nor  applied  to  and  obtained  from  the  judge  who  tried  the  petition  farther 

/  time  for  giving  such  notice,  as  required  by  the  48th  section  of  the  Supreme 
and  Exchequer  Court  Act. 

Held,  that  this  provision  in  the  statute  was  imperative ;  that  the  giving 
of  such  notice  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  e  lercise  of  any  jurisdiction 
by  the  Supreme  Court  to  hear  the  appeal ;  that  the  appellant  having  failed 
to  comply  with  the  statute,  the  court  could  not  grant  relief  under  Rules  56 
or  69 ;  and  that  therefore  the  appeal  could  not  be  then  heard,  but  must  be 
struck  off  the  iist  of  appeals,  with  costs  of  the  motion. 

Subsequent  to  this  judgment,  the  appellant  applied  to  the  judge  who 
tried  the  petition,  to  extend  the  time  for  giving  the  notice,  whereupon  the 
said  judge  granted  the  application  and  made  an  order,  "  extending  the  time 
for  giving  the  prescribed  Notice  till  the  10th  day  of  December  then  next." 
The  case  was  again  set  down  by  the  Registrar  for  hearing  by  the  Supreme 

1      Court  at  the  Februaiy  session  following,  being  the  nearest'convenient  time, 

/     and  notice  of  such  setting  down  was  duly  given  within  the  time  mentioned 

^  in  the  order.  The  respondent  thereupon  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  on 
the  ground  that  the  appellant  unduly  delayed  to  prosecute  his  appeal,  or 
failed  to  bring  the  same  on  for  hearing  at  the  next  session,  and  that  the  judge 

-;    who  tried  the  petition  had  no  power  to  extend  the  time  for  giving  such  notice 
,    after  the  three  days  from  the  first  setting  down  of  the  case  for  hearing  by  the 
Registrar  of  this  court. 

Held,  that  the  power  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  petition  to  make  an 
order  extending  the  time  for  giving  such  notice  is  a  general  and  exclusive 

j  power  to  be  exercised  according  to  sound  discretion,  and  the  judge  having 
made  such  an  order  in  this  case,  the  appeal  came  properly  before  the  court 
for  hearing.    Taschereau  J.  dissenting. 

North  Ontario  Election  Case,  Wheeler  t.  eibbs.-ill,  874. 

S.  The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874,  sees.  96  and  98-Hirinv  a  team  to 
briny  voter  to  poll  a  corrupt  practice—**  Wlirnl "  offence- Advance  of 
money  when  not  made  in  order  to  induce  voter  to  procure  the  return 
•r  the  candidate  not  hribery. 

As  to  the  case  of  one  J.  F.  G.,  the  ohargd  was  that  the  respondent 
bribed  him  by  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for  |89.    The  evidence 
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showed  J.  F.  G.  had  been  canvassing  foi:  respondent  a  long  time  before  the 
note  fell  due,  and  had  always  supported  him.  He  was  on  his  way  to  retire 
his  note,  which  was  overdue,  or  falling  due  that  day,  when  respondent  asked 
hhn  to  canvass  that  day,  and  promised  to  send  into  town  and  have  the  note 
arranged  for  him.  At  the  same  time  J.  F.  G.  was  negotiating  for  a  loan.on  a 
mortgage  to  respondent,  and  it  was  at  first  stipulated  that  the  amount  of 
this  note  should  be  taken  out  of  the  mortgage  money.  The  agent  of  the 
respondent,  after  the  election,  at  the  request  of  J.  F.  G.,  paid  the  mortgage 
money  in  full  and  allowed  the  matter  of  the  note  to  stand  untU  J.  F.  G.  could 
see  respondent.  J.  F.  G.  stated  that  neither  the  note  nor  the  mortgage 
transaction  influenced  him  in  any  way,  and  that  he  had  to  pay  the  note  and 
did  not  expect  respondent  to  make  him  a  present  of  it. 

Held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  advwice  of  money  was 
made  in  order  to  induce  J.  F.  G.  to  procure,  or  to  endeavor  to  procure,  the 
return  of  the  respondent,  and  was  not  therefore  bribery  within  the  meaning 
of  sub-sec.  3  of  sec.  92  of  the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874. 

As  to  the  case  of  one  M.,  the  evidence  showed  that  M.'s  team  was  hired 
some  days  before  the  opening  of  the  poll  by  C,  an  agent  of  the  respondent, 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  two  voters  to  the  polls.  M.  went  for  the  voters, 
returned  the  day  previous  to  the  polling  day  without  the  voter*  and  was  paid 

fifteen  dollars. 

'  Held,  that  the  term  « six  precedmg  sections"  in  the  98th  section  of 
« The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874,"  means  the  six  sections  immediately 
preceding  the  98th,  and  therefore  the  hiring  of  a  team  to  convey  voters  to 
the  polls,  prohibited  by  the  96th  section,  was  a  corrupt  practice  within  the 
meaning  of  the  98th  section.     (Henry  J .  dissenting.) 

Selkirk  Election  Case,  lonng  t.  Smlth.-lv.  494. 

9.   Bribery- Promlae  to  pay  legal  expenses  of  a  voter,  who  Is  n  profession*! 
public  speafcer— The  Dominion  Klectlons  Act,  1874,  sub-sec.  8  sec.  92. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  Armour  J.  holding  that  appeUan  t  had  employed 
and  promised  to  pay  the  expenses  of  one  H.,  a  voter,  who  was  a  lawyer  and 
a  professional  public  speaker,  and  therefore  was  guilty  of  bribery  within  the 
■  meaning  of  sub  sec.  3  of  sec.  92  of  the  The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874, 
The  evidence  as  to  agreement  entered  into  between  H.  and  appellant  was 
*■■'  contradictory.  It  was  admitted,  however,  that  H.  addressed  the  meetings 
in  the  interest  of  the  appellant,  and  during  the  tune  of  the  election  made 
no  demand  for  expenses,  except  on  one  occasion,  when  attending  a  meeting 
and  finding  himself  without  money  be  asked  for  and  received  the  sum  of 
$1.50  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  livery  bill  of  his  horse. 

HjDld,  that  the  weight  of  evidence  showed  that  the  appellant  only 
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promiBed  to  pay  H'b  travelling  expenses,  if  it  were  legal  to  do  so,  and  such 
promise  was  not  a  breach  of  sub-seo.  3  of  sec.  92  of  The  Dominion  Elections 
Act,  1874.    Taschereau  and  Gwynne  J  J,  dissenting. 

Per  Fournier  J — Candidates   may  legally  employ  and   pay  for  the 
expenses  and  services  of  canvassers  and  speakets,  pMvided  the  agreement 
be  not  a  colorable  one  intended  to  evade  the  bribei7  clauses  of  the  Act. 
Per  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  J  J — Such  a  payment  would  be  illegal. 

North  Ontario  Bleetlon  ease,  Wheeler  T.  Gtbbs.-lT,  430. 

10.  Election  Petition— Supreme  Court  Act,  sec  44— Blyiit  to  Bend  back 
record  for  ftarther  ndJudlcatlon^Brfbery-ApiteiklB  ri<oBi  flndlnvs  upon 
matters  of  flkct— Insnfflclency  of  return  of  election  expenses— Pembnal 
expenses  of  candidate  to  be  Included. 

The  original  petition  came  before  Mr.  Justice  McCord  for  trial,  and  was 
tried  by  him  on  the  merits,  subject  to  an  objection  to  his  jurisdiction. 
The  learned  judge,  having  taken  the  case  en  Mih&ri,  arrived  at  the  conclu- 
sion that  he  had  no  jurisdiction,  declared  the  objection  to  his  jiuisdiction 
well  founded,  and  "in  consequence  the  objection  was  maintained,  and  the 
i.     petition  of  the  petitioner  was  rejected  and  dismiflsed."    This  judgment  was 
appealed  from,  and  the  now  respondent,  under  sec.  48  of  the  Supreme 
Court  Act,  limited  his  appeal  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  and  the  Supreme 
.    Court  held  that  Mr.  Justice  McC!ord  had  jurisdiction,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  record  be  transmitted  to  the  prqper  officer  of  the  lower  court,  to 
have  the  said  cause  proceeded  with  according  to  law.    The  record  was 
.  •    accordingly  sent  to  the  prothonotary  of  the  Superior  Court  at  Montmagny, 
Mr.  Justice  McCord,  after  having  offered  the  counsel  of  each  of  the  parties  a 
,    re-hearing  of  the  case,  proceeded  to  render  his  judgment  on  the  merits 
,    and  declared  the  election  void.    The  respondent    then  appealed  to   the 
'    Supreme  Court,  and  contended  that  Mr.  Justice  McCord  had  no  jurisdietion 
'i    to  proceed  with  the  case.  •-.  .:       i       .     ;.. 

Held,  That  the  Supreme  Court  on  the  first  appeal  could  not,  even  if  the 

'?     appeal  had  not  been  limited  to  the  quebtion  of  jurisdiction,  have  given  a 

■     decision  on  the  merits,  and  that  the  order  of  this  court  remitting  the  record 

,.v    to  the  proper  officer  of  the  court  below  to  be  proceeded  with  according  to 

law,  gave  jurisdiction  to  Mr.  Justice  McCord  to  proceed  with  the  case  on  the 

merits,  and  to  pronounce  a  judgment  on  such  merits,  which  latter  judgment 

was  properly  appealable  under  see.  48,  Supreme  Court  Act.    (Fournier  and 

Henry  JJ.  dissenting.) 

The  charge  upon  which  this  appeal  was  principally  decided  was  that  of 
the  respondent's  bribery  of  one  David  Asselin.    The  learned  judge  who 
tried  the  case  found,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  appellant  had  under- 
handedly  slipped  into  Asselin's  pocket  the  t&  for  a  pretended  purpose,  that 
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was  not  even  mentioned  to  the  recipient ;  that  thia  amount  was  not  included 
in  the  published  return  of  his  expenses  as  required  by  the  Election  ict, 
and  this  payment  was  bribery. 

Held,  That  an  Appellate  Court  in  election  cases  ought  not  to  reverse, 
on  mere  matters  of  fact,  the  findings  of  the  judge  who  has  tried  the  petition, 
unless  the  court  is  convinced  beyond  doubt  that  his  conclusions  are  erro- 
neous, and  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  warranted  the  finding  of  the  court 
below,  that  appellant  had  been  guilty  of  personal  bribery. 

Per  Taschereau  J.— The  personal  expenses  of  the  candidates  should  be 
included  in  the  statement  of  election  expenses  required  to  be  furnished  to 
the  returning  officer  under  37  Vic.  ch.  9,  sec.  123.  (Foumier  and  Henry  JJ. 
expressed  no  opinion  on  the  merits.  The  judgment  of  McCord  J.  on  the 
other  charges  was  also  affirmed.) 

Bellechasse  Election  Case,  larne  v.  Deslanrier8.-v«  91. 

11>  The  Dominion  Ele«;tlons  Act,  1874,  sees.  H8,  88  nnd  84-PnbIlc  peace- 
Colorable  employment— IilMbllity  of  cnndidate  for  the  actM  of  penoni 
employed  by  Mffent— Bribery. 

On  a  charge  of  bribery  against  one  T.  and  one  A.,  upon  which  this  appeal 
was  decided,  the  judge  who  tried  the  petition  fbund  as  a  fact  that  A.  had 
been  directed  by  T.,  an  admitted  agent  of  the  respondent,  to  employ  a 
number  of  persons  to  act  as  policemen  at  one  of  the  polling  places  in  the 
parish  of  Bay  St.  Paul,  on  the  polling  day,  and  had  bribed  four  voters  pre- 
viously knovm  to  be  supporters  of  the  appellant  by  giving  them  $2  each, 
but  held  that  A.  was  not  agent  of  the  respondent,  and  therefore  his  acts 
could  not  void  the  election. 

'  Held,  on  appeal,  that  as  there  was  no  excuse  or  justification  for  employ- 
ing these  voters,  their  employment  was  merely  colorable,  and  these  voters 
having  changed  their  votes  in  consequence  of  the  moneys  so  paid  to  them, 
and  the  sitting  member  being  responsible  alike  for  the  acts  of  A.,  the  sub- 
agent,  as  for  the  acts  of  T.,  the  agent,  and  they  having  been  guilty  of  corrupt 
practices,  the  election  was  void.  (Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  holding  that 
A.  the  sub-agent  alone,  had  been  guilty  of  bribery. 

Cbarlevoix  Election  Case,  Ctmon  t.  PerranW.-T.  1S3. 

12.  Ballots— Scrutiny —37  Tic.  cb.  0  8ec8.48,4S,  Slf  and  80;  41  Vic.  eta.  6  ntn, 
5,  6  and  10— Effect  of  neglect  of  duty  by  a  depnty  returning:, olilcer-37 
M    Tie.  ch.  10  sees.  64  and  64— Kecrlmlnatory  case; 

In  ballot  papers  containing  the  names  of  four  candidates,  the  following 

ballots  were  held  valid:  1.  Ballots  containing  two  crosses,  one  on  the  line 

above  the  first  name,  and  one  on  the  line  above  the  second  name,  valid  for 

the  two  first  named  candidates  ;  2.  Ballots  containing  two  crosses,  one  on  the 

.    line  above  the  first  name  and  one  on  the  line  dividing  the  second  and  third 
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compartments,  valid  for  the  first  named  candidate ;  3.  Ballots  containing 
properly  made  crosses  in  two  of  the  compartments  of  the  ballot  paper,  with 
a  Blight  lead  pencil  stroke  in  another  compartment ;  4.  Ballots  marked  in  the 
proper  compartments  thus  X.  The  following  ballots  were  held  invalid;  1. 
Ballots  with  a  cross  in  the  right  place  on  the  back  of  the  ballot  paper,  instead 
of  on  the  printed  side ;  2.  Ballots  marked  with  an  x  instead  of  a  cross. 

On  a  recount  before  the  County  Court  Judge,  J.,  the  appellant,  who  had 
a  minority  of  votes  according  to  the  return  of  the  returning  officer,  was  de- 
clared elected,  all  the  ballots  cast  at  three  polling  districts,  in  which  the 
appellant  had  polled  only  331  votes  and  the  respondent,  B.,  345,  having  been 
struck  out  on  the  ground  that  the  deputy  returning  officer  had  neglected  to 
place  his  initials  upon  the  back  of  the  ballot. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  it  was  proved 
that  the  deputy  returning  officer  had  placed  his  initials  on  the  counterfoil 
before  giving  the  ballot  paper  to  the  voter,  and  afterwards,  previous  to  his 
putting  the  ballot  in  the  ballot  box,  had  detached  and  destroyed  the  counter- 
foil, and  that  the  ballots  used  were  the  same  as  those  he  had  supplied  to  the 
voters,  and  Mr.  Justice  Peters  held  that  the  baUots  of  the  said  three  polls 
ought  to  be  counted,  and  did  ooimt  them. 

Thereupon  J.  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  it  was 
Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Peters,  that  in  the  present  case, 
the  deputy  returning  officer  having  had  the  means  of  identifying  the  ballot 
papers  as  being  those  supplied  by  him  to  the  voters ;  and  the  neglect  of  the 
deputy  returning  officers  to  put  their  initials  on  the  back  of  these  ballot 
papers  not  having  affected  the  result  of  the  election,  or  caused  substantial 
injustice,  did  not  invalidate  the  election.  (The  decision  in  the  Monck  elec- 
tion case  commented  on  and  approved  of.) 

In  this  case  J,  the  appellant,  claimed  under  sec,  66  of  37  Vic.  oh.  10, 
that  if  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  seat  the  election  should  be  declared  void, 
on  the  ground  of  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  the  election  generally,  but 
filed  no  counter  petition,  and  did  not  otherwise  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  37  Vic.  ch.  10,  The  Dominion  Controverted  Elections  Act. 

Held,  that  sec.  66  of  37  Vic.  ch.  10  only  applies  to  oases  of  recriminatory 
charges,  and  not  to  a  case  where  neither  of  the  parties  or  their  agents  are 
charged  with  doing  a  wrongful  act. 

Qncere :  Whether  the  County  Judge  can  object  to  the  validity  of  a  bal- 
lot paper  when  no  objection  has  been  made  to  the  same  by  the  candidate  or 
his  agent,  or  an  elector,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec.  56,  37  Vic. 
ch.  10,  at  the  time  of  the  counting  of  the  votes  by  the  deputy  returning 
officer. 

<liieen's  Goonty  P.E.I.  Klecttoa  Gaie«  Jenkins  t.  Brecken.— tU,  247, 
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13.  —Appeal  on  Klectlon  Petition— 4«  Vic.  ch.  S»  (Tlie  Snpreme  nnd  Bxelw. 
qoer  Conrt  Amendment  Act  of  1879)  sec.  10,  constrnetlon  of— Bnle  ■!>• 
■olate  hy  Court  In  banc  to  rescind  order  of  a  Jadve  In  Chambers— Pr«. 
Ilinlnary  objection. 

A  petition  was  duly  filed  and  presented  by  appellant  on  the  5th  of 
Auiiust,  1883,  under  the  "Dominion  Controverted  Elections  Act,  1874," 
against  the  return  of  respondent.-  Preliminary  objections  were  filed  by 
respondent,  and  before  the  same  came  on  for  hearing  the  attorney  and  agent 
Qf  respondent  obtained,  on  the  1 3th  October,  from  Mr.  Justice  Weldon,  an 
order  authorizing  the  withdrawal  of  the  deposit  money  and  removal  of  the 
petition  off  the  files.  The  money  was  withdrawn,  but  shortly  afterwards,  in 
January,  1883,  the  appellant,  alleging  he  had  had  no  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  by  his  agent  and  attorney,  obtained,  upon  summons,  a  second 
order  from  Mr.  Justice  Weldon  rescinding  his  prior  order  of  13th  October, 
1882,  and  directing  that,  upon  the  appellant  repaying  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court  the  amount  of  the  security,  the  petition  be  restored,  and  that  the  appel- 
lant be  at  liberty  to  proceed.  Against  this  order  of  January,  1883,  the 
respondent  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick,  and  the 
court  gave  judgment,  rescinding  it.  • 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held;  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  not  a  judgment  on  a  preliminary  objection  within  the 
meaning  of  42  Vic.ch.  39  sec.  10  (The  Supreme  Coiu't  Aiuendment  Act^  1879), 
and  therefore  not  appealable. 

Gloacester  Election  Case,  Commeau  v.  Burns,— viii  205, 

14.  fllectlon  petition— Preliminary  objections— Onus  proband!. 

The  election  petition  in  this  case  complained  of  the  return  of  the 
respondent  as  member  elect  for  the  County  of  Megantic,  (P.Q.),  for  the 
House  of  Commons,  The  petition  was  met  by  preliminary  objections,  in 
which  the  sitting  member  alleged,  inter  alia,  that  the  petitioners  were  not 
electors,  nor  qualified  to  vote  at  the  election  in  question,  &c.  A  day  having 
been  fixed  for  the  bearing  of  these  preliminary  objections,  no  evidence  was 
given  upon  them,  and  they  were  dismissed  by  Plamondon  J.,  who  held,  fol- 
lowing the  practice  adopted  by  the  Superior  Court  of  Quebec,  sitting  as  an 
election  court  in  the  L'lslet  case  Duval  v.  Casgrain,  that  the  onus  probandi 
was  on  the  respondent  to  support  such  objections. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Fournier,  Henry  and  Gwynne 
JJ.  were  of  opinion  that  the  onus  prnbandi  was  on  the  appellant,  who  by  his 
preliminary  objections  had  affirmed  the  disqualification  of  the  petitioner. 
Contra,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  and  Taschereau  J  J.  The  court  being  equally 
divided,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  stood  affirmed  without  costs. 

Vega^ttc  Kleoll^n  Case,  Fre9)M>tt«  v.  fiMilet -viii,  M 
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15«  Dominion  Controverted  Election-Ontario  Judicature  Act,  ISSI,  eflTect 
ol -Presentation  of  petition. 

The  election  petition  against  the  election  and  return  of  the  respondent 
was  entitled  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Queen's  Bench  division,  and  was 
presented  to  the  official  in  charge  of  the  office  of  the  Queen's  Bench  division, 
and  filed  and  entered  in  (he  books  of  that  office.  A  preliminary  objection 
was  taken  that  the  High  Court  of  Justice  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Held,  Henry  and  Tascbereau  J  J.  dissenting,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Cameron  J.,  that  the  Ontario  Judicature  Act,  1881,  makes  the  High  Court  of 
Justice  and  its  divisions  a  continuation  of  the  former  courts  merged  in  it, 
and  that  those  courts  still  exist  under  new  names ;  and  that  the  jpetition  had 
not  been  irregularly  entitled  and  filed. 

West  Huron  Election  Case,  Mitchell  t.  Cameron.— vilt.  126. 

Id*  HallotH-Nerntlny— IrreKularltlea  by  Deputy  Betnmluv  OOlceni— Nnnaber- 
Inff  and  Initialing  of  the  ballot  papers  by  Deputy  Hetnrnln«  OWcer, 
effect  of— The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  11174,  sec.  80— Corrupt  practices— 
Becrlmlnatory  case. 

•  In  a  polling  division  No.  3  Dawn  there  was  no  statement  of  votes  either 
signed  or  unsigned  in  the  ballot  box,  and  the  deputy  returning  officer  had 
,  endorsed  on  each  ballot  paper  the  number  of  the  voter  on  the  voter's  list. 
These  votes  were  not  included  either  in  the  count  before  the  returning 
officer,  the  resumming  up  of  the  votes  by  the  learned  judge  of  the  County 
Court,  nor  in  the  recount  before  the  judge  who  tried  the  election  petit^n. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  ballots  were 
properly  rejected. 

Certain  ballot  papers  were  objected  to  as  having  been  imperfectly 

marked  with  a  cross,  or  having  more  than  one  cross,  or  having  an  inverted 

. .    V,  or  because  the  cross  was  not  directly  opposite  the  name  of  the  candidate, 

there  being  only  two  names  on  the  ballot  paper  and  a  line  drawn  dividing 

the  paper  in  the  middle. 

Held,  affirming  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  at  the  trialj  that  these 
ballots  were  valid. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J. — Whenever  the  mark  evidences  an  attempt  or  intention 
to  make  a  cross,  though  the  cross  may  be  in  some  respects  imperfect,  the 
ballot  should  be  coimted,  unless  from  the  peculiarity  of  the  mark  made  it 
,  can  be  reasonably  inferred  that  there  was  not  an  honest  design  simply  to 
make  a  cross,  but  that  there  was  also  an  intention  so  to  mark  the  paper  that 
it  could  be  identified,  in  which  case  the  ballot  should  be  rejected.  But  if 
the  mark  mAde  indicates  no  design  of  complying  with  the  law,  but  on  the 
contrary  a  dear  intent  not  to  toark  with  a  cross  as  the  law  directs,  as,  for 
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instance,  by  making  a  straight  line  or  round  0,  then  Huoh  non-compliance 
with  the  law  renders  the  ballot  null. 

Division  1,  Sombra — During  the  progress  of  the  voting,  at  the  request  of 
one  of  the  agents,  who  thought  the  ballot  papers  wore  not  being  properly 
marked,  the  deputy  returning  officer,  who  had  been  putting  lils  initials  and 
the  numbers  on  the  counterfoil,  not  on  the  ballot  papers,  initialled  and 
numbered  about  twelve  of  the  ballot  papers,  but  finding  he  was  wrong,  at 
the  close  of  the  poU,  he,  in  good  faith  and  with  an  anxious  desire  to  do  his 
duty,  and  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  allow  any  person  to  see  the  front  of  the 
ballot  paper,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  agents  of  both  parties,  took  these 
ballots  out  of  the  box  and  obliterated  the  mnrks  he  had  put  upon  them. 

Held,  Owynne  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  irregularities  com- 
plained of  not  having  infringed  upon  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot,  and  the  bal- 
lots being  unquestionably  those  given  by  the  deputy  returning  officer  to  the 
voters,  these  ballots  should  be  held  good,  and  that  said  irregularities  oame 
within  the  saving  provisions  of  sec.  80  of  the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874. 

Per  Henry  J — Although  the  ballots  should  be  considered  bad,  the  pre- 
sent appellant  having  acted  upon  the  return  and  taken  his  seat,  was  not  in 
a  position  to  claim  that  the  election  was  void. 

Bothwell  Election  Case,  Hawkins  t.  Smlth.-vUl,  676. 

17.  Batlwsy  pans— S7  Tio.  rh.  A  Mem.  ea,  SB,  98  and  IdO-^uestions  of  fact  In 
Appeal— Agent,  limited  powers  of. 

In  appeal,  four  charges  of  bribery  were  relied  upon,  three  of  which  w^.e 
dismissed  in  the  court  below,  because  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that 
the  electors  had  been  bribed  by  an  agent  of  the  candidate ;  and  the  fourth 
charge  was  known  as  the  Lamarche  case.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — One 
L.,  the  agent  of  C,  the  respondent,  gave  to  certain  electors  employed  on 
certain  steamboats,  tickets  over  the  North  Shore  Railroad,  to  enable  them 
to  go  without  paying  any  fare  from  Montreal  to  Berthier,  to  vote  at  the  Ber- 
thier  election,  the  voters  having  accepted  the  tickets  without  any  promise 
being  exacted  from  or  given  by  them.  The  tickets  showed  on  their  face  that 
they  been  paid  for,  but  there  was  evidence  L.  had  received  them  gratuitously 
from  one  of  the  officers  of  the  company.  The  learned  judge  who  tried  the 
case  found  as  a  fact  that  the  tickets  had  not  been  paid  for,  and  were  given 
unconditionally,  and  therefore  held  it  was  not  a  corrupt  act. 

llclll, — 1.  Foamier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  taking  uncon- 
ditionally and  gratuitously  of  a  voter  to  the  poll  by  a  railway  company,  or  an 
individual,  whatever  his  occupation  may  be,  or  giving  a  voter  a  free  pass 
over  a  railway,  or  by  boat,  or  other  conveyance,  if  unaccompanied  by  any 
conditions  or  stipulations  that  shall  affect  the  voter's  action  in  reference  to 
the  vote  to  be  given,  is  not  prohibited  by  37  Vic.  ch.  9  (D). 
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2.  That  if  a  ticket,  although  given  unoonditionally  to  a  voter  by  an 
agent  of  the  candidate,  has  been  paid  for,  then  such  a  practice  would  be 
unlawful  under  sectio.i  96,  and  by  virtue  of  section  98  a  corrupt  practice, 
and  would  avoid  the  election. 

3.  That  an  agent  who  is  not  a  general  agent,  but  an  agent  with  powers 
expressly  limited,  cannot  bind  the  candidate  by  anything  done  beyond  the 
scope  of  his  authority. 

As  to  the  remaining  three  charger,  the  court  was  of  opinion  that  on  the 
facts  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  not  clearly  wrong  and  should 
therefore  not  be  reversed. 

Bertbier  Election  Case,  Genereux  v.  €uthbcrt.--lx,  102. 

18.  Appeal  on  mattem  or  fact— Urlbcry—Corrapt  intent. 

Among  other  charges  of  bribery  and  treating  which  were  decided  on  this 
appeal  wa")  the  following : — One  Mireau,  a  blacksmith,  who  was  a  neighbour 
of  the  respondent,  had  in  his  possession  for  two  years  several  pieces  of 
broken  saws  which  the  respondent  had  left  with  him  for  the  purpose  of 
making  scrapers  out  of  them  on  shares.  A  few  days  prior  to  nomination  the 
respondent  went  into  Mireau's  shop  with  a  scraper  he  wanted  to  be  sharp- 
ened, and  in  return  for  sharpening  the  scraper  told  him  to  keep  the  old 
pieces  of  saw  which  he  might  still  have.  Mireau  in  his  evidence  answered 
as  follows, — "Q.  He  did  not  speak  of  your  vote?  A.  No.  Q.  What  has  he 
said  ?  A.  He  said  that  Mr.  Magnan  was  coming  like  mustard  after  dinner  ? 
Q.  M.  Dugas  did  not  ask  you  for  whom  you  were  ?    A.  No.  *  * 

Q.  Do  you  swear  on  the  oath  that  you  have  taken  that  M.  Dugas  left  with 
you  these  two  pieces  of  saws  in  question  with  the  intent  to  buy  {bribe)  you  ? 
A.  I  think  so,  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  sure,  I  don't  know  his  mind  (ton  id6e'). 
It  is  all  I  can  swear.  Q.  It  has  not  changed  your  opinion  ?  A.  No.  Q.  For 
whom  were  you  in  the  last  election?  A.  For  M.  Magnan."  The  scrapers 
were  worth  in  all  about  two  dollars,  and  were  of  no  use  to  the  respondent, 
and  no  other  conversation  took  place  afterwards  between  the  parties.  The 
judge  who  tried  the  case  found  that  there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  respondent  to  corrupt  Mireau. 

Held,  that  the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal  will  not  reverse  on  mere 
matters  of  fact  the  judgment  of  the  judge  who  tries  an  election  petition, 
unless  the  matter  of  the  evidence  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  convey  an  irresis- 
tible conviction  that  the  judgment  is  not  only  wrong,  but  is  erroneous,  and 
that  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge  of  bribing  Mireau,  as  well  as  of 
the  other  charges  of  bribery  and  treating,  was  not  such  as  would  justify  an 
Appellate  Ck)urt  in  drawing  the  inference  that  the  respondent  intended  ti 
corrupt  the  voters. 

Montcalm  Election  Case.  Magnan  v.  Dogas.— Ix,  98. 
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19.   Mtetua  of  petUloner,  how    proved-Clir*  not  a  charity  o»   llberallty- 
Brtbery— Shorthand  writer's  note*. 

At  the  trial  of  the  petition  the  returning  oflacer,  who  was  also  the 
registrar  of  the  county  of  Megantic,  and  secretary  of  the  municipality  of 
Inverness,  was  called  as  a  witeiess,  and  produced  in  court  in  his  official 
capacity  the  original  list  of  electors  for  the  township  of  Inverness,  and  proved 
that  i/he  name  L.  McM.,  one  of  the  petitioners  whcNu  he  personally  knew, 
was  on  tke  list.  The  original  document  was  retained  by  the  witness,  and, 
as  neither  of  the  parties  requested  that  the  list  should  be  filed,  the  judge 
made  no  order  to  that  effect.  The  status  of  the  other  petitioners  was  proved 
in  the  same  way. 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  petitioners  were  per- 
sons who  had  a  right  to  vote  at  the  election  to  which  the  petition  related 
under  37  Vic.  eh.  10,  sec.  7  (D). 

The  shorthand  notes  of  the  shorthand  write*  employed  by  the  court  to 
take  down  the  evidence  were  not  extended  in  his  handwriting,  but  were 
signed  by  him.  ' 

Held,  that  the  notes  of  evidence  could  not  be  objected  to. 

Before  setting  out  on  a  canvassing  tour  the  appellant,  the  sitting  mem- 
ber, placed  in  the  hands  of  one  B.,  who  was  not  his  financial  agent,  $100  to 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  the  election.  While  visiting  a  part  of  the 
county  with  which  the  appellant  was  not  much  acquainted,  but  with  which 
B.  was  well  acquainted,  they  paid  an  electioneering  visit  to  one  E.,  a  leading 
man  in  that  locality,  who  indicated  to  B.  his  dissatisfaction  with  the  candi- 
date of  his  party,  and  stated  that,  although  he  would  vote  for  the  liberal 
party,  he  would  not  exert  himself  as  much  as  in  the  former  elections.  The 
appellant  then  went  outside,  and  B.  asked  his  host,  "Do  you  want  any 
money  for  your  church?"  And  having  received  a  negative  reply,  added, 
"Do  you  want  any  money  for  anything ?"  K.  then  answered,  " If  you  have 
any  money  to  spare  there  are  plenty  of  things  we  want  it  for.  We  are 
building  a  town  hall,  and  we  are  scarce  of  money."  B.  then  said,  "  Will  f25 
do  ?"  K.  answered,  "  Whatever  you  like,  it  is  nothing  to  me."  The  money 
was  left  on  the  table.  Then,  when  bidding  the  appellant  B.  goodbye,  K. 
said,  "  Gentlemen,  remember  that  this  money  has  no  influence  as  far  as  I 
am  concerned  with  regard  to  the  eleciuon."  The  appellant  did  not  at  the 
time,  nor  at  any  subsequent  time,  repudiate  the  act  of  B.  This  amount  of 
$26  waK  not  iroluded  in  any  account  rendered  by  the  appellant  or  his  finan- 
cial agent,  and  large  sums  were  admittedly  oorruptly  expended  in  the  elec- 
tion by  the  agent  of  the  appellant. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  giving  of  the 
$25  by  B.  to  £.  was  not  an  act  of  liberality  or  charity,  but  a  gift  out  of 
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appellant's  money,  with  a  view  to  influence  a  voter  favorably  to  the  appel- 
lant's candidature,  and  that,  although  the  money  was  not  given  in  the 
appellant's  presence,  yet  it  was  given  with  his  knowledge,  and  therefore 
that  the  appellant  had  been  personally  guilty  of  a  corrupt  practice. 

Megantlc  Klectlon  Case.  Frechette  v.  Goulet.— Ix.  279. 

20«  The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874— Wnflrev  by  agent  with  voter— Bribery 
—Corrupt  pmrtlce— Trestlnv  on  polling  day— Agency. 

'  One  Ftingle,  an  acknowledged  agent  of  the  respondent  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Conservative  Association,  whose  candidate  the  respondent  was, 
made  a  bet  ot  $5  with  one  Parker,  a  Liberal,  that  he  would  vote  agiunst  the 
Conservative  party,  and  deposited  with  a  stakeholder  the  $5,  which,  after 
the  election,  was  paid  over  to  Parker.  At  the  trial  Fringle  denied  that  he 
was  actuated  by  any  intention  to  influence  the  conduct  of  the  voter,  and 
alleged  that  the  bet  was  made  as  a  sporting  bet  on  the  spur  of  the  moment, 
and  with  the  expectation  that,  as  he  said,  Parker  would  warm  up  and  vote ; 
but  he  also  admitted  in  evidence  that  it  passed  through  his  mind  that  some 
one  on  the  voter's  side  would  make  the  money  good  if  he  voted.  Parker 
said  he  had  formed  the  resolution  not  to  vote  before  he  made  his  bet,  but 
the  evidence  showed  that  he  did  not  think  lightly  of  the  sum  which  he  was 
to  receive  for  his  not  voting,  his  answer  to  one  question  put  to  him  being  : 
"Oh I  I  don't  know  that  $5  would  be  an  insult  to  any  one  not  to  vote." 

ncid,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  bet  in  ques- 
tion was  colorable  bribery  within  the  enactments  of  sub-sec.  1  of  sec.  92  of 
the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874,  and  a  corrupt  practice  which  avoided  the 
election. 

The  acts  complained  of  in  the  Heenan-Beauvais  charge  were  also  relied 
on  as  sufiicient  to  have  the  election  set  aside.  The  facts  of  this  charge  were 
that  H.,  a  Conservative,  prior  to  the  election,  canvassed,  in  company  with 
the  respondent,  one  B.  On  election  day  H.  was  selected  by  the  assistant 
secretary  of  the  association  (an  acknowledged  agent  of  the  respondent)  to 
represent  the  respondent  at  the  Burnley  poll,  and  obtained  from  him  a  cer- 
tificate under  s.  42  of  the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  entitling  him  to  vote  at 
the  Biunley  poll.  H.  there  met  B.  and  treated  him  by  giving  him  a  glass  of 
whiskey,  and  after  B.  had  voted  he  gave  him  $2,  and  subsequently  sent  him 
$50.  The  treating,  according  to  B.'s  evidence,  was  nothing  more  than  an  act 
of  good  fellowship ;  and  according  to  H.'s  account,  B.  was  not  feeling 
well,  and  the  whiskey  was  given  in  consequence.  B.  negatived  that  the  $2 
were  paid  him  for  his  vote,  and  H.  said  that  he  supposed  it  was  a  dollar  bill 
and  told  B.  to  go  and  treat  the  boys  with  it,  and  that  it  was  not  given  on 
account  of  any  previous  promise,  or  for  his  having  voted.    The  court  below 
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held  that  none  of  these  aots  constituted  corrupt  acts  bo  aa  to  avoid  the 
election. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  CJ.  and 
Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ. — There  was  sufficient  evidence  of  H.'s  agency, 
but  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  this  point. 

Per  Strong  J — There  was  no  proof  of  H.'s  agency.  Agency  is  not  to  be 
presumed  from  the  fact  that  the  respondent  permitted  H.  to  canvass  B.  in 
his  presence,  and  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  proof  of  any  sufficient 
authority  to  H.  to  bind  the  respondent  by  his  acts  at  the  polling  place  in  the 
matters  of  treating  and  the  payment  of  the  $2. 

Per  Foumier  J.— The  treating  of  B.  on  polling  day,  both  before  and  after 
he  had  voted,  by  H.,  an  agent,  and  the  giving  of  the  sum  of  $2  immediately 
after  he  had  voted,  were  corrupt  acts  sufficient  to  avoid  the  election. 

West  NorthomberlaBd  Election  Case,  Henderson  t.  flalllet.— x.  635. 

21.  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874,  sec  95~Intlnildatlon -Undue  Inflnence- 
Consplracy  between  Deputy  Betumlng  Officer  and  respondent's  ascat 
to  Interfere  with  franchise  by  marking  ballots -Effect  of— Election  void. 

In  an  election  petition  it  was  charged  that  the  respondent  personally,  as 
well  as  acting  by  C.  A.  C,  P.  D.  and  others,  his  agents,  did  undertake  and 
conspire  to  impede,  prevent,  and  otherwise  interfere  with  the  free  exercise 
of  the  franchise  by  certain  voters,  and  that,  in  furtherance  of  a  premeditated 
scheme  which  the  respondent  and  his  agents  well  knew  to  be  illegal,  they 
did,  in  fact,  so  impede,  prevent,  and  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the 
franchise  of  certain  voters,  by  getting  their  ballots  marked,  rendered  identiii- 
able,  and  consequently  void,  whereby  the  franchise  of  these  voters  was 
ui\juBtifiably  interfered  with. 

At  a  previous  election  the  respondent  had  been  defeated  by  a  majority 
of  three  votes,  and  the  election  having  been  contested  was  set  aside,  and 
certain  voters  were  reported  by  the  judge  as  having  been  guilty  of  corrupt 
practices,  under  section  104  of  the  Dominion  Elections  Act. 
.  At  a  public  meeting  before  the  election  C.  A.  C,  the  respondent's  agent, 
to  intimidate  these  persons  and  prevent  them  from  voting,  in  a  speech  made 
by  him,  threatened  them  with  punishment  if  they  voted ;  and  subsequently 
printed  notices  to  the  same  eifect  were  sent  to  these  voters. 

On  the  polling  day  D.  P„  who  had  been  appointed  deputy  returning  officer, 
on  the  distinct  understanding  with,  and  promise  made  to,  the  returning 
officer  that  he  would  not  mark  the  ballots  of  these  voters,  consulted  with  0. 
A.  C,  and  on  his  advice  and  in  collusion  with  him  marked  the  ballots  of 
certain  of  these  voters. 

Held,  that  the  election  was  void  by  reason  of  the  attempted  intimida- 
tion practiced  by  C.  A.  C,  the  respondent's  agent ;  and  by  reason  also  of  the 
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conspiracy  between  the  said  agent  and  the  Deputy  Returning  Officer  to 

interfere  with  the  free  exercise  of  the  franchise  of  voters,  violations  of  sec. 

95  of  The  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1874,  and  corrupt  practices  under  section 

98  of  the  said  Act. 

Soulanges  Election  Case,  Cholette  t.  J^hu.— x,  652. 

Engine. — Agreement  to  disoontinoe  use  oi  traction  engine— Ck>n8trnc- 

tion  of.  '  , 

See  AGREEMENT  13. 

Engineer — Certitioate  of. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1,  2,  8. 

«    RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  9. 
2.   Deoision  of,  binding  as  to  price. 

See  CONTRACT  17. 
Escheat — Property  of  person  dying  intestate  and  without  heirs  escheats 
to  Crown  for  benefit  of  province.  •    •      . 

See  LEGISLATURE  6. 

Escrow. 

See  DEED  1. 
2.  Policy  not  countersigned. 

See  INSURANCE  LIFE  5. 

Estate  Tail. 

See  WILL  1. 
«    MORTGAGE  6. 

Estoppel. 

See  DEED  1. 

2.  Equitable — Adjoining  owner  of  land  allowing  a  boundary  line  to  be 
run  by  a  surveyor. 

See  BOUNDARY. 

3.  Shareholder  not  estopped  from  questioning  legality  of  issue  of  stock. 

Se«  CORPORATIONS  11. 

4.  Estoppel— Equitable  asslfrnment— Garnishee  procesB— Kepresentatlon  of 
indebtedness  by  defendants. 

Plaintiff  held  a  judgment  against  one  George  Cutten,  and  was  about  to 
sue  Ryerson  and  Moses,  whom  he  understood  to  be  Cutten's  partners. 
Before  doing  so  he  consulted  one  of  the  defendants,  by  whom  he  was 
informed  that  there  was  a  balance  of  some  $2,700,  due  from  the  defendants  to 
Cutten,  for  work  performed  for  the  defendants  on  the  Western  Counties  Rail- 
way under  a  contract,  and  defendants  suggested  that  this  amount  might  be 
made  available  to  satisfy  plaintiff's  claim,  if  there  was  a  garnishee  law.  Plain- 
tifi's  attorney,  on  the  strength  of  this  representation,  issued  garnishee  pro- 
oessj  when  defendants  pleaded  denying  that  there  was  any  debt  due. 
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Previous  to  the  garnishee  process  being  issued,  Cutten  had  drawn  an 
order,  requesting  dftfendants  to  pay  all  sums  coming  due  to  him  under  the 
engineer's  monthly  certificates  to  one  Killam,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  indebtedness  of  Cutten  to  Killam. 

HeM,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  (2 
RusB.  &  Geldert  199)  Strong  and  Gwynne  J  J.  dissenting,  that  the  defendants 
were  estopped  by  their  representation  from  denying  their  indebtedness  to 
Cutten  ;  and  that  there  was  not  evidence  of  such  an  assignment  as  would 
prevent  the  attachment  from  operating  on  the  fund. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Slianly  t.  Flt2randolph-38th  April,  1882. 

5.  Lands  taken  for  railway— Debentures  issued  by  county  for  damages 

'  See  JURISDICTION  28. 

6.  When  possession  of  Uind  fraudulently  obtained. 

5m  POSSESSION  5. 

7.  By  execution  and  registration  of  deed  to  son. 

See  EJECTMENT  3. 
EvidonCB — Mpecial  Case— Farther  Evidence. 

Held,  that  when  a  case  has,  by  consent  of  parties,  been  turned  into  a 
special  case,  and  the  judge's  minutes  of  the  evidence  taken  at  the  trial 
agreed  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  said  special  case,  the  court  has  no 
power  to  add  anything  thereto,  except  with  the  like  consent,  and  has  no 
power  to  order  any  further  evidence  to  be  taken, 

Snyth  T.  HcDougall.-!.  114. 

2.  Admissibility  of. 

fiM  SALE  OF  GOODS  1. 

3.  Contradiction  of  witness. 

fifec  WITNESS  1. 

4.  Evidence  of  plalnClflT  not  admissible— Actions  agrainst  administrators*- 

Constrnctlon  of  4ist  sec.  ch.  ff6,  Bev.  8tat.  S.S.,  4tli  series. 

C.  sued  M.  &  R.  M.  accepted  service  and  acknowledged  amount  due, 
but  R.  pleaded  to  the  acfon.  Before  trial  both  defendants  died.  Then 
C.  R.  &  R.  R.,  as  administrators  of  R.,  were,  before  trial,  made  parties  to  the 
action.  At  the  trial  C.  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  support  of  his  own 
case,  and  when  asked  what  had  taken  place  between  him  and  the  deceased 
M.  &  R.,  the  learned  judge  ruled  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible  under 
sec.  41,  ch.  96  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia,  4  th  series. 

Hold,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  under  said 
section,  in  an  action  against  administrators  made  parties  to  an  action  after 
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issue  joined,  but  before  trial,  the  plaintiff  cannot  give,  any  evidence  in  his 
own  favor  of  dealings  with  a  deceased  defendant.    ( Elenry  J.  dissenting.) 

Chesley  V.  Hurdock.-il.  48. 

5.  Hejectlon  of-l^omtesory  notes-Joint  liability  on-9IiMllrection  as   to 

interest. 

Plaintiffs  sued  W.  upon  two  promissory  notes  signed  by  one  T.  E.  and 
W.  The  notes  were  dated  at  Halifax  and  made  payable  to  plaintiffs'  order 
in  Boston,  U.S.  The  notes  were  unstamped,  but  before  action  brought 
double  stamps  were  affixed  and  no  contract  as  to  interest  appeared  on  the 
face  of  them.  W.  pleaded,  inter  alia,  that  he  had  signed  the  notes  upon  an 
understanding  and  agreement  that  he  should  be  liable  thereon  as  surety 
only  for  T.  E.,  and  that  plaintiffs,  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  agreed 
to  give  and  gave  time  to  T.  E.,  and  forbore  to  enforce  payment  when  they 
might  have  been  paid.  At  the  trial  W.  sought  to  cross-examine  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  on  an  affidavit  made  by  the  witness,  and  to  which  was  annexed  a 
letter  to  plaintiffs  from  T.  E.  This  evidence  was  rejected  by  the  judge,  and 
a  verdict  was  given  for  plaintiffs  with  interest.  A  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  ver- 
dict was  discharged  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  but  they  referred 
the  rate  of  interest  to  a  master  of  the  court. 

Held,  that  there  was  an  improper  rejection  of  evidence,  and  that  the 
,    jury  should  have  been  directed  as  to  interest. 

Wallace  t.  Soutber.-U.  598. 

6.  Of  respondont  in  controverted  elections  admissible    in  Province  of 

Quebec. 

8omervilIe  V.  laflamme.— ii.  216, 

I'  Parol  evidence  of  determination  of  suit  by  JadKment  Inadmissible. 

In  an  action  of  damages  for  malicious  arrest  and  imprisonment  of 
plaintiff,  under  a  capias,  issued  by  a  stipendiary  magistrate  in  Nova  Scotia, 
whose  judgment,  it  was  alleged,  was  reversed  in  appeal  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  oral  evidence  "  that,  the  decision  of  the  magistrate 
was  reversed  "  was  deemed  sufficient  evidence  by  the  judge  at  the  trial  of 
-    the  determination  of  the  suit  below. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  that 
such  evidence  was  inadmissible,  and  was  not  proper  evidence  of  a  final  judg. 
ment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia. 

^     ttonn  V.  C0X.-I11. 296. 

o«  D«batsdeComptes-Hale  of  stock-in-trade  by  a  father  to  his  sott-K>nna 
probandl— Affidavit  of  a  person  since  deceased  not  evidence. 

"^  In  a  dsbais  de  comptea  between  A.  G.  (appellant),  in  his  quality  of  tutor 

to  M.  L.  H.  C.  R.,  a  minor,  and  Dame  H.  P.  (respondent),  universal  legatee 

of  her  late  husband  L,  R.,  who  had  possession  of  the  minor's  property  (his 
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grandchild)  as  tutor,  the  foUowmg  items,  viz. :— 15,466.63  (for  stock  of  goods 
sold  by  L.  R.  to  his  son)  and  $451.07  and  $90.76  for  "cash  received  at  the 
counter,"  charged  by  the  respondent  in  her  account,  were  contested.  In 
1871,  L.  L.  E.,  the  minor's  father,  married  one  M.  C.  G.,  and  by  contract  of 
marriage  obtained  from  his  father,  L.R.,  two  immoveable  properties,  en  avanet- 
ment  cPhoirie.  At  the  same  time  L.  R.,  the  father,  retired  from  business  and 
left  to  L.  L.  R.,  his  son,  the  whole  of  his  stock-in-trade,  which  was  valued  at 
$5,466.63,  making  an  inventory  thereof.  L.  L.  R.  died  in  1872,  leaving  one 
■  child,  said  M.  L.  H.  C.  R.,  and  L.  R.,  her  grandfather,  was  appointed  her  tutor. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  stock-in-trade  had  been  sold  by  the  father 
and  purchased  by  the  son,  or  that  the  father  gave  it  to  his  son.  However, 
when  L.  R.,  in  his  capacity  of  tutor  to  his  grandchild,  made  an  inventory  of 
his  son's  succession,  he  charged  his  son  with  this  amount  of  $5,466.63. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  it  was  for  the 
respondent  to  prove  that  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the  stock-in-trade  by  L 
R.  to  his  son  L.  L.  R.,  the  minor's  father,  and  that  there  being  no  evidence 
of  such  a  sale,  the  respondent  could  not  legally  charge  the  minor  with  that 
amount. 

As  to  the  other  two  items,  these  were  granted  to  the  respondent  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  ground  that,  although  they  had  been 
entered  as  cash  received  at  the  counter,  there  was  evidence  that  they  had 
been  already  entered  in  the  ledger.  The  only  evidence  to  support  this  factwai 
the  affidavit  of  one  Hebert,  the  book-keeper  of  L.  R ,  since  deceased,  filed  with 
the  reddiiion  de  cotnptes  before  notary  prior  to  the  institution  of  this  action, 

Held    reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  affidavit  of 

Hebert  was  inadmissible  evidence,  and  therefore  these  two  items  could  not 

be  charged  against  the  minor. 

(tagnon  t>  Prince.— vii,  31 

9.  Manslaaghter— Whether  evidence  as  to  ABsaulta  oominitted  within 
year  of  death  admisBible. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  2. 

10.  Question  for  Jury— Contract  not  under  seal. 

See  AGREEMENT  6. 

11.  Of  acceptance  of  goods— Parol — Art.  1235  C.  C.  (P.Q.) 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  6. 

12.  Of  special  damages  not  alleged  inadmissible. 

>,..  See  LIBEL.  ,,       ..  .  .  \    , ,,  ,        <. 

13.  Of  professional  Draughtsmen  to  show  what  certain  shadinge  a 
marks  on  Plan  are  intended  to  indicate. 

See  EASEMENT  1. 
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14.  Of  Agent  of  Company  admissible  under  R.  S.  N.  S.  ch.  96  sec.  41,  in 
action  on  policy  of  Assurance  by  Executor, 

See  INSURANCE,  LIFE  6. 

15.  Verdict  against  weight  of. 

«««  JURISDICTION  23. 

16.  Parol,  to  show  right  to  redeem.  ,  • .      , 

See  MORTGAGE  8.  ,    V 

17.  Of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 

See  INSOLVENCY  9. 

18.  Parol,  to  establish  contract. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  10. 

19.  Withdrawal  of  Evidence  from  Jury. 

See  NEW  TRIAL  3. 

20.  When  whole  Evidence  before  the  Court,  the  case  will  not  be  sent 
back  for  a  new  trial. 

See  NEW  TRIAL  4. 

21.  Where  verdict  afflrmed  by  two  conrts  on  weifflit  of-Appeal. 

The  appellant  appealed  from  two  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
,  i-  ^°**"°'  affi"»i°g  judgments  recovered  against  him  by  the  respondent  in 
two  several  actions  brought  on  alleged  contracts.  The  cases  were  tried  be- 
fore a  judge  without  a  jury,  and  the  respondent  obtained  two  verdicts.  These 
verdicts  having  been  moved  against,  were  sustained  by  the  Courts  of  Queen's 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  respectively,  and  both  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
Ontario. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Held,  that  the  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Gwynne  J.— When  a  judge  has  tried  a  case  without  a  jury  and  found 
a  verdict,  which  verdict  has  been  affirmed  by  two  courts,  this  court,  sitting 
in  appeal,  should  not  reverse  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  lower  courts 
on  the  weight  of  evidence,  unless  convinced  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt 
that  all  the  judges  before  whom  the  case  came  have  clearly  erred. 
«.»  , ,    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Bickford  T.  Howard  (18  C.L.J.  42a)-22nd  Jane,  1882. 

22.  Of  notary,  not  admissible  to  contradict  deed  drawn  by  him. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  9.  •  • 

23.  Of  husband  against  wife,  in  action  for  removal  of  latiter  as  executrix, 
not  admissible.  •'■•"',"     ^ 

See  EXECUTOR  5.      '    "  "''''■-■i'"  '  -  ':•  ;  ^^^^';(:■    ■.-.  ..;... 

'  llj  .  ■'  ^^■'--v -•■'•-''•    ■ 
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24.  When  new  trial  ordered — Evidence  not  so  clear  as  to  justify  Appel- 
late Court  in  interfering. 

See  TRESPASS  12. 

25.  Of  missing  deed— Under  law  of  N.  S.  r* 

See  EJECTMENT  3. 

26.  Amendment  of  pleadings  to  conlorm  to. 

See  LICENSE  7.  ' 

27.  Judgment  of  court  of  first  instance  on  the  evidence  affirmed. 

See  APPEAL  4,  5,  6,  7,  8.  ^ 

«    ELECTION  10,  18.  :;{ 

«    EVIDENCE  21. 

»    RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  23. 
*      «    SALE  OF  GOODS  14. 

«    SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT  2.  ^. 

28.  Of  fraud — Rescission  of  executed  contract. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  14. 

29.  Verdict  against  weight  of — New  trial  ordered  by  court  below—Ap- 
peal will  not  be  heard. 

See  JURISDICTION  39. 

30.  Commencement  of  proof  in  writing — In  caee  where  fraud  alleged  and 
proved,  not  required. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  12.  .. 

31.  Verdict  against  weight  of— New  trial  ordered. 

See  NEW  TRIAL  14. 
Execution — Order  directing  payment  of  part  of  verdict  as   condition 
of  stay  of  execution  <illegal. 

See  DAMAGES  25. 
2.    Premature  issue  of  writ  of— Irregularity. 

See  FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE  2. 

Execution  Debtor. 

See  TROVER.  ' 

"FlXflmitorg— liiablltty  of  (P.aO~I>^bat  de  compte-Interest-Prescrlption. 

.'f  -V.  Respondents,  representing  one  of  the  universal  residuary  legateea of 
one  W.  D.,  sen.,  sued  appellants  as  joint  testamentary  executors  of  the  sai 
W.  D.,  sen.,  to  render  an  account  and  pay  over  the  balance  of  the  estate  in 
.  their  hands.  On  a  cUbat  de  compte  the  total  value  of  the  estate  was  proved 
to  be  worth  $44,525.65.  Of  this  amount  appellants  in  their  said  capacity,  as 
appeared  by  an  account  rendered  by  them  took  possession  of  $14,510.33. 
Tlie  balance  of  $30,015.33  appeared  by  the  books  of  W.  D.  &  Co.,  to  be  d 
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to  the  estate  of  W.  D.,  sen.,  by  W.  D.,  jun.,  one  of  the  executors,  and  to  have 
never  come  into  the  possession  of  the  other  execiitors.  •  > 

Held,  that  imder  Art.  913,  Civil  Code  L.  C,  appellants  were  jointly  and 
severally  responsible  only  for  the  amount  they  took  possession  of  in  their 
joint  capacity,  and,  therefore,  that  W.  D.,  jun.,  alone  was  responsible  for  the 
amount  of  such  balance.    Craschereau  J.  dissenting.) 

2.  That  testamentary  executors  cannot  legally  be  charged  with  more 
than  six  per  cent,  interest  on  the  moneys  collected  by  them,  after  their 
account  has  been  demanded,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  they  realized  a 
greater  rate  of  interest  by  the  use  of  such  moneys. 

3.  That  entries  in  merchants'  books,  regularly  kept,  and  unchanged 
during  a  term  of  years,  with  an  annual  rendering  of  accounts  conforming  to 
such  entries  to  creditors,  make  proof  against  such  merchants,  particularly 
after  the  death  of  the  creditors. 

4.  That  an  action  against  executors  for  an  account  of  their  administra- 
tion, and  of  the  moneys  they  have  received,  or  ought  to  have  received,  in  their 
said  capacity,  cannot  be  prescribed  otherwise  than  by  the  long  prescription 
of  30  years. 

Darling  t.  Brown-11, 26. 

2.  Powers  of.  :      _   -      ,     . 

See  WILL  9. 

3.  Action  by  on  policy  of  assurance.  , 

Se.e  INSURANCE,  LIFE  6. 

4.  Executor,  Jadginent  agraliu*  And  sale  or  lands  ander— nebt  to  be  proved 
as  against  heir— Pro«tnt*r,  action  aKalnat  for  an  account— Jurisdiction, 
plea  to— Property  In  Quebec  and  Ontario— Negllgrence-nuty  to 
administer  en  bon  p^re  de  ramllle— Liability  of  for  Interest— Civil  Ckide 
art.  890  et  seq.  ■-  .. .  ,.  ..-.,...  .     ,•  .,.^ 

Robert  F.  Coleman  and  Maria  Mansfield  Connolly  were  miarried  at  Belle- 
ville, in  Ontario,  on  the  4th  of  November,  1841.  The  issue  of  this  marriage 
were  two  children,  Susanna  Louisa  Coleman  and  Anna  Maria  Coleman,  the 
female  plaintiff,  who  was  bom  in  1846.  Robert  F.  Coleman  made  his  will  at 
Belleville  on  the  10th  of  February,  1852,  giving  his  wife  the  enjoyment  of  his 
property  during  her  life,  or  until  she  remarried,  and  the  property  to  his 
''  children.  He  appointed  his  wife,  Lewis  Wallbridge  and  William  Hope  his 
executors,  and  died  in  1852.  Wallbridge  and  Hope  both  renounced  the 
executorship.  On  the  11th  of  June,  1853,  Mrs.  Coleman  made  her  will  at 
Montreal,  whereby  she  bequeathed  all  her  property  to  her  two  children,  and 
appointed  the  defendant  and  Francis  Mullins  as  her  executors,  authorizing 
them  to  continue  the  execution  of  the  will  of  her  late  husband.  She  also 
appointed  them  tutors  to  her  children,  to  take  care  of  them  until  their  mar- 
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riage  or  their  age  of  majority.  The  defendant  was  then  married  to  a  sister 
of  Mrs.  Coleman,  and  was  therefore  the  maternal  imcle  of  the  female 
respondent  and  of  her  sister.  Mrs.  Coleman  died  on  the  25th  of  June,  1853. 
Her  property  consisted  of  one  quarter  of  lot  No.  1,  in  the  1st  range  of  the 
parish  of  Chateauguay.  The  children  had,  besides,  the  property  left  to  them 
by  their  late  father,  which  consisted  of  a  lot  of  land,  with  mill  and  two 
houses,  at  Belleville,  against  which  there  were  several  n^ortgages  registered, 
amounting  to  about  $5,000.  On  the  12th  of  June,  1854,  Catherine  Connolly, 
a  sister  of  Mrs.  Coleman,  died  intestate,  and  her  property,  consisting  of  one 
undivided  half  of  certain  lots  of  land  in  Drummond  street,  Montreal,  went  to 
her  brother,  Patrick  Connolly,  and  to  her  sisters,  Rosanna,  Susan  and  Sarah 
Connolly,  and  to  her  two  nieces,  the  female  plaintiff  and  her  sister,  as  repre. 
senting  their  late  mother,  who  thereby  became  possessed  of  one-fifth  in  the 
undivided  half  of  said  two  lots  of  land  in  Drummond  street.  On  the  2nd  of 
May,  1856,  Susanna  Connolly,  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  made  her  will  and 
bequeathed  to  him  the  undivided  half  of  the  lots  of  land  in  Drummond 
street  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  her  two  nieces,  the  female  plaintifi;'  and  her 
sister;  Mrs.  Miller  (Susanna  Connolly)  died  shortly  after.  In  1861,  Susanna 
Louisa  Coloman  died  a  minor,  leaving  the  female  plaintiff  as  her  sole  heir. 
Patrick  Connolly  died  about  1862,  intestate,  and  the  female  plaintifi,  his  niece, 
inherited  one-fourth  of  his  estate,  which  consisted  of  his  share  of  the  Cha- 
teauguay farm  and  of  one-fifth  in  one  undivided  half  of  the  Drummond  street 
lots.  On  the  3rd  of  August,  1864,  Sarah  Connolly  gave  to  the  female  plaintifi 
her  share  in  the  Drummond  street  property,  which  apparently  consisted  of 
one-fifth  and  one-fourth  in  another  fifth  of  one  undivided  half  of  said  lots. 
The  defendant  accepted  this  donation  for  the  female  plaintiff,  and  assumed 
in  the  deed  the  quality  of  tutor.  In  July,  1867,  the  female  plaintiff  became 
of  age,  and  on  the  2l3t  of  April,  1868,  she  married  Louis  Edmond  AmMie 
Globensky.  They  are  separated  as  to  property.  A  few  days  before 
her  marriage,  that  is,  on  the  9th  of  April,  1868,  the  female  plaintiff 
gave  a  full  discharge  to  the  defendant,  as  having  been  executor  to  her 
mother's  last  will;  she  acknowledging  by  this  discharge,  that  he  had 
rendered  to  her  a  true  and  faithful  account  of  his  administration.  On  the 
2nd  November,  1868,  the  female  plaintiff,  being  authorized  by  her  husband, 
sold  to  the  defendant  all  the  rights  and  shares  she  had  in  an  undivided  half 
of  the  Drummond  street  property,  for  $5,000,  which  sum  she  acknowledged 
to  have  previously  received.  It  is  admitted,  however,  by  the  defendant  that 
he  then  only  paid  to  her  a  sum  of  $360,  leaving  the  sum  of  $4,640,  to  be 
accounted  for.  The  property  sold  by  this  deed  was  not  the  undivided  half 
bequeathed  by  Mrs.  Miller  to  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  her  nieces,  but 
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the  shares  which  came  to  the  female  plaintiif  by  the  death  of  Catherine  and 
Patrick  Connolly,  by  the  donation  from  Sarah  Connolly  and  by  the  decease 
of  her  own  sister.  These  shares  consisted  of  one-half,  or  about  one-half,  of 
the  undivided  half  of  the  lots  on  Drummond  street,  or  one-fourth  of  the 
whole.  This  appears  from  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and  also  irom  the  fact  that 
the  defendant  claimed  the  other  half  as  having  been  bequeathed  to  him  by 
his  wife.  The  female  plaintiif,  alleging  in  her  declaration  that  the  defendant 
had  had  the  management  of  all  her  property  since  the  death  of  her  mother 
(25th  of  June,  1853,)  that  the  discharge  of  the  9th  April,  1868,  was  null, 
having  been  obtained  by  fraud  and  without  a  previous  account  by  the  defen- 
dant of  his  administration  of  her  estate  and  property,  and  that  the  sale  of 
the  2nd  of  November,  1868,  of  the  Drummond  street  property,  was  also  null, 
as  having  been  made  to  the  defendant  before  he  had  rendered  an  account 
of  his  administration,  and  further  that  the  defendant  had  in  his  hand  pro- 
perty belonging  to  her  to  the  amount  of  $60,000,  prayed  that  the  discharge 
of  the  9th  of  April,  1868,  and  the  sale  of  the  2nd  of  November,  1868,  be  set 
aside,  and  that  the  defendant  be  condemned  to  account  to  her,  for  his  admin- 
istration of  her  property,  or  to  pay  to  her  $60,000,  and  that  he  be  held  to  be 
contraignable  par  corps. 

To  this  action  the  defendant  pleaded  :  — 

1st.  Cumulation  of  action,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintifi  asked  by  the  same 
action  an  account  of  defendant's  administration  and  the  rescission  of  the 
deed  of  sale  of  the  2nd  of  November,  1868 ;  2nd.  That  the  plaintift  sold  her 
share  of  the  Chateauguay  property  on  the  9th  of  June,  1873,  and  that  he 
never  had  the  administration  of  it,  nor  received  any  rent  from  said  property ; 
3rd.  That  Susanna  Connolly,  his  wife,  had  bequeathed  the  one  undivided  half 
of  the  Drummond  street  property  to  him,  and  that  she  had  authorized  him  to 
dispose  of  it,  for  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  her  sister,  and  that  under 
that  bequest  he  was  entitled  to  the  eiyoyment  of  that  property  during  his 
life;  4th.  That  the  Belleville  property  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  on  the  15th  of 
February,  1865,  to  John  Bell  for  $300,  and  a  deed  given  of  it  on  the  6th  of 
October,  1865,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  purchased  the  property  from 
Bell  in  1868.  (The  property  was  sold  by  defendant  in  1870  for  $6,250) ;  5th. 
That  the  plaintiff  had  given  him  a  full  discharge  on  the  9th  of  April,  1868, 
and  he  further  denied  all  the  allegations  of  the  declaration. 

On  the  first  plea,  the  Superior  Court  held  that  there  was  cumulation  of 
action  and  ordered  the  respondent  to  make  her  option  between  her  action 
en  reddition  de  compte  and  her  demand  to  annul  the  sale  of  the  2nd  of 
•       November,  1868. 

The  plaintiff  did  uut  appeal  from  this  judgment,  although  the  coiirt  of 
Q.  B.  and  also  the  Supreme  C!ourt  of  Canada  appeAr  to  have  been  of  opinion 
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that  it  was  erroneous,  but  made  her  option  to  proceed  with  her  action  en 
reddition  de  cotnpte. 

On  the  29th  of  December,  1871,  the  discharge  given  by  the  respondent 
was  held  to  be  valid,  und  her  action  was  dismissed. 

This  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Review,  whose  Judgment 
was  confirmed  by  the  court  of  Q.  B.,  and  the  defendant  was  condemned  to 
render  an  account  of  his  administration.  By  some  oversight,  the  Court  of 
Review  did  not  formally  declare  the  discharge  null  and  void,  and  as  its  judg- 
ment was  confirmed  as  rendered,  there  was  no  express  adjudication  setting 
aside  the  discharge,  although  it  was  virtually  annulled  by  the  order  given  to 
the  defendant  to  account,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  previously  properly 
accounted  for  his  administration  of  the  plaintiff 's  property. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1875,  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  this  judg- 
ment, rendered  an  account  by  which  he  credited  the  respondent  with  an 
amount  of  $12,224.05,  including  $4,640,  being  the  balance  of  the  sale  of  the 
Drummond  street  property,  and  he  charged  her  with  a  sum  of  $33,116.82  for 
disbursements  and  interest,  leaving  a  balance  in  his  favour  of  $20,892.77, 
which  he  claimed  by  an  incidental  demand. 

In  this  incidental  demand,  the  defendant  raised  the  objection  that  the 
action  should  have  been  in  Ontario,  where  the  property  administered  by  the 
appellant  was  situated. 

The  Superior  Court  (Sicotte  J.)  held  that  the  judgment  ordering  defendant 
to  account  settled  the  question  of  the  liability  to  account  and  the  quality  in 
which  he  was.  liable,  that  whether  considered  as  a  mandatory,  a  negotiornm 
gestor,  or  as  a  pro-tutor,  the  defendant  having  confused  his  own  revenues 
with  those  of  his  ward  had  acted  negligently  and  contrary  to  the  duty  incum- 
bent upon  him,  and  was  liable  for  interest  in  any  case  if  a  reliquataire  (art. 
1714  C.  C),  and  to  contrainte  par  corps  (art.  290  C.  C.) 

All  interest,  therefore,  charged  on  expenditure  was  struck  out,  and 
the  defendant  was  charged  with  a  sum  of  $3,000  interest  upon  the  annual 
balances  due  after  deducting  expenditure.  The  court  held,  also,  that 
the  Belleville  property  had  been  sold  owing  to  his  negligence,  and  that  he 
was  bound  to  give  its  equivalent  in  money  at  the  time  of  rendering  the 
account.  He  was  liable  to  pay  $15,000,  also,  as  the  value  of  the  half 
of  the  Drummond  street  property,  which  by  his  wife's  will  he  had  been 
charged  to  deliver  to  the  female  plaintiff,  in  default  of  his  delivering  it  over. 

The  court  disallowed  an  item  of  $2,026  charged  among  the  expenses, 
being  the  amount  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  favor  on  the  cognovit  of  Mrs. 
Coleman,  on  the  21st  May,  1853,  on  the  ground  that  no  sufficient  evidence  of 
a  debt  existed. 
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Other  items  of  receipts  were  charged  against  him,  inchiding  the  $3,000 
for  interest,  and  including,  also,  sums,  as  and  for  rents  of  the  Belleville  property 
from  the  year  1852,  inclusive,  making  the  total  receipts  (52,500,  from  which 
an  expenditure  of  111,222  was  to  be  deducted,  leaving  the  defendant  respon- 
sible for  $41,278. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  that  if  there  was  anything  in  the 
objection  that  the  action  should  have  been  brought  in  Ontario,  it  should  have 
been  urged  as  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  not  by  an  incidental 
demand,  but  in  neither  form  would  it  be  a  valid  objection,  the  action  to 
account  being  a  personal  action  which  could  be  brought  either  at  the  domicile 
of  the  party  accountable,  or  at  the  place  whore  he  wa»  appointed  to  the  office 
which  makes  him  liable  to  account.  The  defendant  had  his  domicile  in  Mon- 
treal, and  was  there  appointed  executor  of  Mrs.  Coleman's  will. 

Ihe  dv^fendaut  was  relia/ed  from  an  account  for  the  rents  of  the  Belle- 
ville  property  prior  to  1855,  on  the  ground  that  from  the  death  of  Mrs.  Cole-, 
man  in  June,  1853,  to  1855,  MuUins  alone  administered  that  property,  and 
executors  are  only  responsible  for  what  they  have  actually  received  or  ought 
to  have  received,  and  are  not  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  each  other's 
administration.  The  rents  were  also  put  at  a  much  lower  figure  than  that 
arrived  at  by  the  Superior  Court. 

The  appellant  was  allowed  certain  items  which  had  been  disal- 
lowed by  the  Superior  Court,  including  the  amount  of  the  judgment  for 
$2,014.14,  and  he  was  allowed  interest  on  the  amount  of  this  judgment  and 
also  on  the  debts  which  bore  interest  and  which  he  paid  in  the  interest  of 
the  minor  and  to  prevent  the  sale  of  her  renl  estate.  He  was  also  charged 
on  account  of  the  Belleville  property  with  only  $6,250,  the  amount  for  which 
it  was  sold  in  1870,  the  court  considering  that  this  was  a  fair  price  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  fraud. 

The  result  was  that  a  balance  of  $590.07,  with  interest  from  the  6tb 
October,  1875,  was  found  due  to  the  defendant,  and  each  party  was  ordered 
to  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  court  below,  end  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  defend- 
ant's costs  of  appeal.    See  2  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R.  33 . 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  quality  of 
the  defendant  was  not  only  res  judicata  by  the  judgment  condemning  the 
defendant  to  render  an  account,  but  had  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  defendant ; 
that  the  courts  below  were  correct  in  holding  that  the  action  had  properly 
been  brought  in  the  Province  of  Quebec ;  that,  while  agreeing  with  the 
court  of  Queen's  Bench  as  to  the  law  respecting  the  liability  of  executors, 
the  court  was  of  opinion  there  was  not  suflScient  evidence  that  MuUins  had 
acted  otherwise  than  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  who  was  therefore  pro- 
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perly  liable  for  all  the  rents  of  the  Belleville  property  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Coleman ;  that  the  administration  of  the  defendant,  although  begun 
before  the  promulgation  of  the  Civil  Code,  should  have  been  regulated  by 
the  principles  contained  in  the  Code,  (Art.  290  et  seq.)  which,  vyith  a  few 
exceptions  introducing  new  law,  are  only  a  resum^  of  the  old  law  on  the 
obligations  of  a  tutor.  He  should  therefore  have  administered  en  bon  pdre  de 
familUf  whereas  his  own  evidence  was  sufficient  to  prove  negligence  on  his 
part.  He  had  allowed  the  tenants  of  the  Belleville  property  to  make  only 
such  repairs  as  they  thought  right,  and  moreover  to  deduct  the  cost  from  the 
rents,  although  the  leases  bound  them  to  keep  the  property  in  repair.  That 
the  defendant  should  be  charged  interest  on  the  price  of  the  Belleville 
property  ($6,250),  and  also  on  that  part  of  the  price  of  the  sale  of  the  half  of  the 
Drummond  street  property  unaccounted  for  ($4,640),  from  the  time  of  sale, 
(Art.  1,534C.  C.)  not  being  entitled  to  the  delay  of  six  months  allowed  by  the 
Code  for  investing  the  moneys  of  a  minor,  because  he  had  claimed  to  appro- 
priate and  had  used  the  moneys  as  his  own ;  that  the  charge  made  for  the  board 
of  Mrs.  Coleman  and  Louisa,  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Q.  B.,  should  be  deducted, 
as  Mrs.  Coleman  and  her  daughters  we'e  living  with  the  defendant  as  his 
relatives,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  at  that  time 
any  intention  of  making  them  pay  board  ;  that  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
obtained  against  Mrs.  Coleman  should  be  disallowed,  together  with  the 
interest  thereon ;  and  that  certain  other  Items  (particularly  specified) 
should  be  disallowed.  The  result  was  that  the  judgment  of  the  Q.  B.  was 
varied  by  condemning  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of 
$12,121.49,  but  the  court  did  not  order  a  cont  nnte  par  corps,  because  it 
had  been  admitted  that  sufficient  property  belonging  to  the  defendant  to 
secure  the  plaintifis  had  been  seized,  and  because  the  court  not  being 
obliged  to  pronounce  "  la  contrainte  par  corps "  against  tutors  in  every 
case,  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  do  so  in  the  present  one. 

Per  Strong  J.— The  Belleville  property  having  been  devised  by  the 
plaintili's  father  to  her  mother  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  and 
her  sister  in  fee,  a  trust  was  created,  and  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Coleman 
there  was  no  trustee  to  execute  this  trust,  and  Miller  the  defendant,  and 
Mullins,  having  entered  into  the  estate  of  the  minors  and  taken  the  profits 
were  accountable  in  equity  as  constructive  trustees,  and  their  liability  in  this 
respect  beingentirely  a  personal  one  might  be  enforced  in  a  jurisdiction  other 
than  that  in  which  the  lands  were  situated,  and  the  mere  pending  of  a  suit  in 
the  Ontario  Court  of  Chancery,  in  which  no  decree  had  been  made,  did  not 
constitute  any  ground  of  defence.  The  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
claim  the  amount  of  the  judgment  against  Mrs.  Coleman,  because  it  was  a 
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failure  of  duty  on  his  part  not  to  see  she  was  protected  by  accepting  her 
mother's  succession  under  benefit  of  inventory,  and  he  cannot  be  allowed 
to  take  advantage  of  his  own  default  by  making  the  plaintiff  responsible  for 
■  her  mother's  debt  to  an  amount  far  beyond  the  value  of  the  succession. 
Besides,  the  evidence  of  a  debt  was  very  unsatisfactory,  and  it  was  the  com- 
mon practice  (so  much  so  that  this  court  might  take  judicial  notice  of  it) 
to  take  judgments  in  this  form  in  Ontario  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling 
the  lands  to  be  sold  under  execution  against  the  executor  or  adminiitrator 
(Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  2  U.  C.  0.  S.  520),  and  not  with  any  view  of  bii\ding 
the  executor  to  an  admission  of  personal  assets,  and  such  a  judgment  waj  no 
evidence  as  regarded  the  real  representatives  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  but  as 
to  tl  jin  was  res  inter  alios,  and  before  lands  could  be  made  liable  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  creditor  he  was  bound  to  prove  his  original 
debt  as  strictly  as  if  no  judgment  against  the  executor  had  ever  been 
obtained,  <and  this  the  defendant  had  entirely  failed  to  do. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  judgments  of  courts  below  varied. 

Coloman  v.  Miller.— 4tli  Dec.,  1882. 

5.  Executrix,  removal  of  for  wastefnl  and  frandaient  admlntatration— 
Husband  of  may  be  general  ayen.,  though  will  provides  that  he  shall 
have  no  control  of  wife's  interest— But  not  competent  to  give  evidence 
on  behalt  of  his  wife 

An  action  to  set  aside  an  executrix. 

The  appellant  is  the  sole  surviving  executrix  of  the  will  of  the  late  John 
Ross,  and  the  appellant  and  the  respondent  are  the  remaining  legatees  under 
the  will.    The  complaint  of  the  respondent  is : — 

1st.  That  appellant  had  given  a  power  of  attorney  to  her  husband  to 
manage  the  estate  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  will  of  the  late  John  Ross. 

2nd.  Fraud  in  charging  the  estate  with  sums  not  legally  chatgeable  to 
the  estate.  In  charging  a  commission  to  remunerate  her  husband  for  the 
management  of  the  estate,  while  paying  one  Tuggey  a  commission  for  the 
said  services;  in  taking  bonuses  for  leases  granted,  to  wit,  from  Stearns  anl 
Murray,  $500,  and  from  Hart  and  Tuckwell,  $500  ;  in  making  a  fraudulent 
lease  to  one  Miss  Cressy  at  a  notoriously  insufficient  rent  to  the  injury  of  the 
estate  ;  in  agi-eeing  to  pay  $1,200  to  Hart  and  Tuckwell  for  the  cancellation 
of  the  lease  of  part  of  the  estate. 

3vd.  Waste  in  pulling  down  and  erecting  l)uildings  on  the  estate. 

The  appellant  denied  all  this  waste  and  fraud,  and  maintained  that  she 
had  a  rigL  o  to  give  her  husband  a  power  of  at  torney.  The  evidence  is  very 
voluminous. 

With  regard  to  the  first  point  respondent  relied  on  these  words :  "  And 
it  is  furthermore  my  will  and  wish,  thai  neither  of  the  husbands  of  an^  rf 
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said  daughters  nor  any  of  my  daughters'  future  husbands,  shall  have  any 
power  over,  control  or  interference  in  any  manner,  with  the  foregoing  devise 
and  bequest  to  them,  but  shall  be  as  absolutely  free  from  such  power,  con- 
trol or  interference,  as  if  they  had  remained  unmarried  and  single. 

The  appellant  also  complained  that  the  testimony  of  her  husband  had 
been  excluded,  and  that  it  was  competent  to  the  court  to  allow  her  husband 
to  be  examined.  The  appellant  relied  on  Art.  252,  C.  C.  P.  and  on  35 
Vic.  ch.  6  sec.  9. 

The  Superior  Court  (MacKay  J.),  while  admitting  that  under  the  will 
the  husband  could  act  as  his  wife's  attorney,  removed  the  appellant,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  administration  of  the  estate  had  been  fraudulent  and 
wasteful,  that  the  lease  to  Miss  Cressy  had  been  imprudent  and  looked 
fraudulent,  that  in  the  receipt  of  bonuses  by  Dr.  Thayer,  husband  of  appel- 
lant, there  had  been  fraud,  for  which  the  appellant  was  liable,  and  there 
had  been  other  irregular  transactions. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  it  was  competent  to  the  appelant 
under  the  terms  of  the  will  to  appoint  her  husband  her  general  attorney  and 
agent.  That  the  judge  of  the  court  below  not  having  permitted  the  intro- 
duction of  Dr.  Thayer's  evidence,  under  the  circumstances  it  would  not  be 
the  duty  of  the  court,  even  if  it  had  the  power  to  send  back  the  record  to 
allow  Dr.  Thayer  to  be  examined.  That  it  would  not  feel  disposed  to  set 
aside  an  executrix,  daughter  of  the  testator,  herself  a  legatee,  on  the  evid- 
ence of  small  payments,  which  might  have  been  avoided.  Nor  did  it  think 
that  the  payment  of  a  commission  to  Dr.  Thayer  for  appreciable  services, 
such  as  collections,  would  be  ground  for  displacing  the  executrix  selected 
by  the  testator.  But  that  the  judgment  should  be  confirmed  on  account  of 
the  Cressy  transaction,  and  the  taking  of  bonuses  on  several  occasior.s  with- 
out accounting  for  them. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 

the  court  below  must  be  confirmed  on  account  of  the  Cressy   transaction, 

and  that  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Thayer  on  behalf  of  his  wife  had  been  properly 

rejected. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Ross  V,  Ross -June  23rd.  1884. 

6.  Pov7er  to  engage  clerks — Art.  914  0.  C.  L.  0. 

See  CONTRACT  26. 

7.  Administrator,  nets  of  mlscosidnct— Acting  by  ai^cnt— ST^xt  of  iiin— t^OMtn 
charired  ai^alnst  personally. 

The  plaintift'  wished  to  administer  to  the  estate  of  his  brother,  in  the 

county  of  Westmoreland,  (N.B.),  but  was  unable   to  give  the  necessary 

administration  bond,  until  the  defendant  W.  and  one  J.  agreed  to  become 
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his  bondsmen,  securing  themselves  by  having  the  estate  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  defendants.  A  portion  of  the  estate  onsisted  of  some  English  railway 
stock,  which  the  defendants  wished  to  convert  into  money,  but  plaintiff 
would  not  assist  them  in  doing  so. 

In  passing  the  accounts  of  the  estate  in  the  Probate  Court  of  Westmore- 
land CJounty,  it  was  found  that  there  were  several  persons  entitled  to  par- 
ticipate as  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  and  the  respective  amounts  due  the 
several  claimants  were  settled  by  the  court. 

Owing  the  plaintiff's  refusal  to  join  in  realising  the  stock,  however,  the 
defendants  were  unable  to  pay  some  of  these  parties  their  respective  shares, 
and  finally  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  compel  the  defendants  to  pay  him  his 
portion  of  the  estate  with  $1,000,  which  he  claimed  as  commission,  and  also 
to  hand  over  to  him  the  shares  of  the  next  of  k^n.  After  the  hearing  a 
decree  was  made  directing  the  estate  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  defendants, 
and  that  they  were  entitled  to  their  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  ' 
which  could  be  retained  out  of  the  plaintiff^s  share  of  the  estate. 

On  appeal  Proudfoot  J.  reversed  that  portion  of  the  decree  which  made 
the  plaintiff's  share  of  the  estate  liable  for  the  defendants  costs,  but  the 
Court  of  Appeal  restored  the  original  judgment. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  (10  Ont.  App.  R.  76),  that  as  the  misconduct  of 
the  plaintiff  had  caused  all  the  litigation,  the  Court  of  Appeal  had  acted 
rightly  in  refusing  to  compel  any  of  the  other  next  of  kin  to  bear  the  bur- 
den of  the  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

O'SoUivan  V.  Harty,(22€,  L.  J.  17)-November  16tb,  1885. 
Explosion —Of    gunpowder — Damage    caused   by — Whether    within 

policy. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE  17. 

Expropriation— By  road  trustees. 

See  ROAD. 
2.  fiy-law  guaranteeing  cost  of,  invalid. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  18. 
Extradition — Trial  for  offence  other  than  that  for  which  prisoner  ex- 
tradited. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  6.  ' 

Extra  work — Claim  for. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1,  2,  8. 

False  Imprisonment. 

Set  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  3.    ' 
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False  Pretences —Obtaining  money  by — Delegation  of  anthority  by 
Attorney -General . 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  1. 
Farm  Crossings— Obligation  of  railway  company  as  to. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  29,  30. 
Fees — Action  by  counBel  to  recover. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  5. 

Ferry — I'l«'enii<>  to-Constmction  of- Disturbance  of. 

The  Crown  granted  a  license  to  the  town  of  Belleville,  giving  the  rig.. . 
to  ferry  "  between  the  town  of  Belleville  to  Ameliasburg." 

Held :  A  suflBcient  grant  of  a  right  of  ferriage  to  and  from  the  two  places 
named. 

Under  the  authority  of  this  license  the  town  of  Belleville  executed  a  • 
lease  to  the  plaintiff  granting  the  franchise  "  to  ferry  to  and  from  the  town 
of  Belleville  to  Ameliasburg,"  a  township  having  a  water  frontage  of  about  ■ 
ten  or  twelve  miles,  directly  opposite  to  Belleville,  such  lease  providing  for 
only  one  landing  place  on  each  side,  and  a  ferry  was  established  within  the 
limits  of  the  town  of  Belleville  on  the  one  side,  to  a  point  across  the  Bay  of 
Quinte,  in  the  township  of  Ameliasburg,  within  an  extension  of  the  east  and 
west  limits  of  Belleville.  The  defendants  established  another  ferry  across 
another  part  of  the  Bay  of  Quinte,  between  the  township  of  Ameliasburg  and 
a  place  in  the  township  of  Sidney,  which  adjoins  the  city  of  Belleville,  the 
termini  being  on  the  one  side  two  miles  from  the  western  limits  of  Belle- 
ville, and  on  the  Ameliasburg  shore  about  two  miles  west  from  the  landing 
place  of  the  plaintiflPs  ferry. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  appealed  from,  that  the  establishment  and 
use  of  the  plaintiff's  ferry  within  the  limits  aforesaid  for  many  years  had  fixed 
the  termini  of  the  said  ferry,  and  that  the  defendants'  ferry  was  no  infringe- 
ment of  the  plaintiffs  rights. 

Anderson  t.  Jellet.-"!!,  1. 

2.   Railway  ferry — Accident  at— Caased  by  want  of  reasonable  precau- 
tions. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  26. 

Final  Judgment. 

See  JURISDICTION  7,  11,  1 5,  21. 
"   LEGISLATURE  4.  p 

Fisheries— Regulation  and  protection  of. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  4. 
2.  Fishery  officer,  right  of,  to  seize  on  view. 

See  PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  4. 
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3.  Fishery  officer— TrespaiiB— 31  Vic.  ch.  60  hh.  2,  19  (D)— Order  In  Council, 
II th  Jnne,  1870,  constrnctlon  of-Notlce  not  necetttinry  Damages, 
excessive. 

Three  several  actions  for  trespass  and  assault  were  brought  by  A.,  B.  and 
C,  respectively,  riparian  proprietors  of  land  fronting  on  rivers  above  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  against  V.,  for  forcibly  seizing  and  taking  away  their 
fishing  rods  and  lines,  while  they  were  engaged  in  fly-fishing  for  salmon  in 
front  of  their  respective  lots.  The  defendant  was  a  fishery  officer,  appointed 
under  the  Fisheries  Act  (31  Vic.  ch.  60),  and  justified  the  seizure  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  fishing  without  licenses  in  violation  of  an 
Order-in-Council  of  June  11th,  1879,  passed  in  pursuance  of  section  19  of  the 
Act,  which  order  was  in  these  words  : — "  Fishing  for  salmon  in  the  Dominion 
of  Canada,  except  under  the  authority  of  leases  or  licenses  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Marine  and  Fisheries,  is  hereby  prohibited."  The  defendant  was 
armed  and  was  in  company  with  several  others,  a  sufficient  number  to  have 
enforced  the  seizure  if  resistance  had  been  made.  There  was  no  actual 
injury.  A.  recovered  $3,000,  afterwards  reduced  to  |1,500,  damages ;  B. 
$1,200;  and  C.  $1,000. 

Held,  that  sections  2  and  19  of  the  Fisheries  Act,  and  the  Order-in- 
Council  of  the  1 1  th  of  June,  1879,  did  not  authorize  the  defendant,  in  his 
capacity  of  Inspector  of  Fisheries,  to  interfere  with  A.,  B.  and  C.'s  exclusive 
right  as  riparian  proprietors  of  fishing  at  the  locus  in  quo ;  but  that  the 
damages  were  in  all  the  cases  excessive,  and  therefore  new  trials  should  be 
granted. 

Held  also,  Gwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  when  the  defendant  committed 
the  trespasses  complained  of,  he  was  acting  as  a  Dominion  officer,  under  the 
instructions  of  the  Department  of  Marine  and  Fisheries,  and  was  not  entitled 
to  notice  of  action  under  C.  S.  N.  B.  ch.  89  s.  1,  or  ch.  90  s.  8. 

Venning  v.  Steadman.— Ix.  206. 
Foreign  Bankruptcy. 

See  INSOLVENCY  2. 

Foreign  Company— Winding  up  of. 

See  CORPORATIONS  12. 

Foreign  Corporation. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  G. 

Forgery. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  6. 
Fraud — EesciBsion  of  contract  for. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  8,  14. 


1*76 

Fraudulent  Preference — AmlKmnent  lor  benent  or  credltomi-Power 
to  sell  on  credit— B.  8.  O.  cii.  118  net*.  2. 

In  a  deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  following  clause 
was  inserted  :  "  And  it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  that  the  party  of  the 
third  part,  the  assignee,  shall,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be,  collect  and 
get  in  all  outstanding  credits,  &c,,  and  sell  the  said  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty hereby  assigned,  by  auction  or  private  contract,  as  a  whole  or  in  por- 
tions, for  cash  or  on  credit,  and  generally  on  such  terms  and  in  such  manner 
as  he  shall  deem  best  or  suitable,  having  regard  to  the  object  of  these  pre- 
sents. "    No  fraudulent  intention  of  defeating  or  delaying  creditors  was  shown. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  fact  of  the 
deed  authorizing  a  sale  upon  credit  did  not,  per  se,  invalidate  it,  and  the  deed 
could  not  on  that  account  be  impeached  as  a  fraudulent  preference  of  credit- 
ors within  the  Act  R.  S.  0.  ch.  118  sec.  2. 

Slater  v.  Badcnach.— x,  296. 

2«  Jndinnentlnderaultorappearance— FacllltRtlDKi'ecovery of— Kot  a  f rand> 
ulent  preference  under  It. S.Ont.  ch.  1 1 H— Premature  Issue  of  writs  of 
execution— IrreK'ularity  and  not  t  nullity— Ont.  Jnd.  Act,  IS^S. 

On  the  28th  March,  1882,  a  'vrit  was  issued  by  C.  <!<  a?,  (respondents) 
against  one  M.,  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  $32,155.33,  and  said  writ  was 
duly  endorsed,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Judicature  Act,  with 
particulars  of  the  claim  of  the  respondents  for  the  said  sum  of  $32,155.33  on 
an  account  previously  stated  and  settled  between  C.  et  al.  and  M.,  such 
amount  being  arrived  at  by  allowing  to  M.  a  discount  of  5  per  cent,  for  the 
unexpu-ed  balance  of  the  term  of  credit  to  which  M.  was  entitled  on  the  pur- 
chase of  the  goods.  No  appearance  was  entered  by  M.  to  the  writ,  and  on 
the  8th  April  judgment  was  recovered  for  the  amount,  and  on  the  same  day 
writs  of  execution  were  issued.  M.  et  al.  (appellants),  creditors  of  M.,  insti- 
tuted an  action  against  him  on  the  8th  April,  1882,  and  obtained  judgment 
on  the  I4th  April,  and  on  the  same  day  writs  of  execution  were  issued. 

The  stock-in-trade  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  at  public  auction,  under  all  the 
executions  in  his  hands,  to  the  respondents,  who  were  the  highest  bid^    rs. 

On  a  trial  in  an  interpleader  issue,  to  try  whether  appellants'  execution 
against  M.  was  entitled  to  priority  over  that  of  respondents,  and  whether  the 
judgment  of  the  latter  was  void  for  fraud,  and  as  being  a  preference ;  and 
whether  respondents'  executions  were  void  as  against  appellant's  execution, 
on  account  of  their  having  issued  them  before  the  expiration  of  eight  days 
from  the  last  day  for  appearance,  Mr.  Justice  Armour  directed  a  verdict  or 
judgment  to  be  entered  in  favor  of  the  appellants.  That  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  for 
Ontario,  whose  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  what  the  debtor  did  in  this  case  did  not 
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constitute  a  fraudulent  preference  prohibited  by  R.  S.  0,  ch.  118,  and  that 
the  premature  issue  of  the  execution  of  the  respondents  was  only  an  irregu- 
larity, and  not  a  nullity. 

Macdonald  v.  Crombie.— xl,  107. 

3«   AsMlgrnineiit  for  benefit  of  credltorti— Accidentnl  onnlNsion  of  claim  from 
Schedule  of  debts— Rev.  St.  O.  cb.  118  ncc.  2. 

By  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  dated  the  26th  May,  1882, 
after  reciting  that  "  Whereas  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  is  justly  and 
truly  indebted  in  sundry  considerable  sums  of  money,  and  has  become 
unable  to  pay  and  discharge  the  same  with  iiunctuality  or  in  full,  and  he, 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  is  now  desirous  of  making  a  fair  anc  equitable 
distribution  of  his  proj)erty  and  etfects  among  his  creditors,  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  and  satisfying  ratably  and  proportionately  and  without  preference  and 
priority  all  the  creditors  of  said  party  of  the  first  part  their  just  debts," 
the  insolvent,  one  J.,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  one  dollar 
assigned  all  his  property  to  the  plaLntift  McL.,  in  trust  to  take  possession, , 
sell,  collect,  &c.,  to  pay  expenses  of  management,  all  rents,  taxes  and  assess- 
ments due  on  the  lands,  and  with  the  residue  to  "  First.  Pay  and  discharge 
m  full  the  several  and  respective  debts,  bonds,  notes,  or  sums  of  money  due 
or  to  grow  due  fcom  said  party  of  the  first  part,  or  to  which  he  is  liable  to 
the  said-  party  of  the  second  part  and  the  several  other  persons  and  firms 
designated  in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed  marked  schedule  "  B  "  together 
with  all  interest  monies  due  or  to  grow  due  thereon,  and  if  said  net  proceeds 
and  avails  shall  not  be  suflBcient  to  pay  and  discharge  the  same  in  full,  then 
such  net  proceeds  and  avails  shall  be  distributed  pro  rata  share  and  share 
alike  among  the  said  several  persons  and  firms  named  in  the  said  schedule 
"B"  according  to  the  amount  of  their  respective  claims";  and,  secondly, 
"  to  return  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  party  of  the  first  part." 

The  defendant,  who  had  been  present  at  the  meeting  of  creditors  at 
wiiich  the  assignment  was  decided  on,  and  who  was  a  schedule  creditor,  on 
the  15th  June,  1882,  recovered  judgment  against  J.  for  $1,758.75  debt  and  $22 
costs,  and  the  sheriff  having  seized,  under  a  writ  of  execution  issued  on  the 
judgment,  certain  goods  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  an  interpleader  issue  was 
ordered.  The  issue  was  tried  at  Hamilton  before  Sinclau*  Co.  J.  sitting  for 
Patterson,  J.  A.,  and  he  held  the  deed  of  assignment  to  be  void  as  against 
the  defendant.  The  C.  P.  Div.  upheld  this  judgment,  on  the  ground  that, 
although  the  recital  was  comprehensive  enough  to  include  all  creditors,  the 
operative  part  of  the  deed  was  clearly  restricted  to  scheduled  creditors,  and 
was  therefore  invalid,  there  being  prima  facie  evidence  that  Sinclair  was 
a  creditor.  (See  32  U.  C.  C.  P.  524.) 
12 
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On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  court  being  equally  divided  the 
appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs  (10  Ont.  App.  R.  405). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  C.  J.  and 
Foumier  and  Taschereau  JJ.,  that  the  Sinclair  debt  was  not  satisfactorily 
proved;  but,  assuming  it  to  have  been  proved,  the  consideration  for  the 
deed,  as  expressed  on  its  face,  was  that  there  should  be  a  distribution  of  the 
estate  of  the  insolvent  among  all  his  creditors,  and  the  assignee  was  not 
restricted  to  a  distribution  among  the  scheduled  creditors  only.  Any  creditor 
accidentally  omitted  had  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  his  ratable  propor- 
tion with  the  creditors  named  in  the  schedule. 

Per  Strong  J. —  There  was  suflBcient  ^rm« /acta  evidence  that  Sinclair 
was  a  creditor ;  and  on  the  construction  of  the  deed  he  was  not  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  it,  as  the  operative  parts  controlled  the  recital,  and  the  trusts 
declared  were  expressly  for  the  scheduled  creditors.  The  trustee  had  no 
right  to  add  to  the  list  of  creditors,  nor,  on  the  strength  of  the  mere  recital 
in  the  deed  that  it  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors,  taken  by 
itself  alone  and  without  more,  would  a  court  of  equity  interfere  to  rectify  an 
omission  in  the  schedule.  But  the  deed  was  not  void  under  sec.  2  ch.  118 
R.S.O.,  because  evidence  was  admissible,  and  the  evidence  admitted  was 
sufficient,  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  preference  which  arose  from  the  omis- 
sion in  the  schedule.  Further,  even,  if  proved  that  the  omitted  debt  had 
been  designedly  concealed  by  the  insolvent,  the  deed  would  not  be  void 
under  sec.  2,  for  when  a  deed  is  made  at  the  instance  and  upon  the  request 
of  creditors,  that  section  does  not  apply,  unless  the  creditors  are  themselves 
parties  to  the  intent  to  give  a  preference,  or  have  notice  of  the  debtor's 
design  so  to  do  and  acquiesce  in  it. 

The  word  "  preference  "  in  sec.  2  means  a  voluntary  preference,  and  is 
not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  deed  obtained  by  a  creditor  or  creditors,  who 
to  obtain  it  have  brought  pressure  to  bear  on  the  debtor.  But  whether  this 
applies  to  the  case  of  a  general  assignment  of  all  the  debtor's  property  does 
not  call  for  decision  in  the  present  case. 

Upon  the  facts  proved  relief  would  be  given  to  the  omitted  creditor 
upon  the  ground  of  accident  and  mistake. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  Henry  J.  dissenting. 

McLean  v.  Garland.— 23rd  June,  1885. 

4.     Xnterpleatlev  isane— In»«o^vent    company— Chattel  morlgrage  -  Preferenre 
over  other  creditors— Intention  to  prefer. 

The  Hamilton  Knitting  Compav^y,  being  indebted  in  a  large  amount  to 
the  appellants,  and  believing  that  *la.^ir  charter  did  not  permit  them  to  give 
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a.  mortgage  on  their  property  to  secure  an  ov  erdue  debt,  agreed  to  give 
such  mortgage  in  consideration  of  an  advance  by  appellants  of  more  than 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  the  actual  amount  to  be  returned  to  the  mort- 
gagoes.  This  arrangement  was  carried  out,  and  tlie  balance  of  the  amount 
advanced  on  the  mortgage,  after  paying  the  debt,  was  put  into  the  business 
of  the  company. 

At  the  time  this  was  done  the  company  believed  that  by  getting  time 
from  these  creditors  they  would  be  able  to  carry  on  their  business  and  avoid 
failure.  This  hope  was  not  realized,  however,  and  they  shortly  after  stop- 
ped payment,  and,  in  consequence,  certain  of  their  creditors,  the  above 
respondents,  obtained  judgments  on  their  respective  claims  and  issued 
executions.  The  property  secured  by  the  said  chattel  mortgage  was  seized 
under  these  executions,  and  this  interpleader  issue  was  brought  to  test  the 
title  to  such  property. 

The  learned  chancellor,  before  whom  the  issue  was  tried,  gave  judgment 
for  the  execution  creditors,  holding  the  mortgage  void  under  the  statute 
relating  to  fraudulent  preferences,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  sustained  this 
judgment  by  a  division  of  the  court.    (12  Ont.  App.  R.  137.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  Canada,  Held,  that  as  the  company 
bond  fide  believed  that  by  getting  an  extension  of  time  from  the  appellants 
they  would  be  able  to  continue  their  business,  it  could  not  have  been  given 
with  a  view  of  preferring  the  appellants  and  of  defrauding  the  other  credi- 
tors, and  therefore  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  judgment. 

Long  et  al.  v.  Hancock  (22  C  L.  J.  16) -16th  BTovember,  1885. 
See  INSOLVENCY  1,  6,  13. 

Fraudulent  Misrepresentation. 

See  MISREPRESENTATION., 

Garnishee— Equitable  assignment — Bepresentation  of  indebtedness- 
Estoppel. 

See  ESTOPPEL  4. 

2.  Payment  by,  of  an  over-due  note— Garnishee  clauses  C.  L.  P.  Act. 
See  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES  5. 

Goods— Sales  of. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS. 

Great  Seal— Of  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  ^ 

See  LEGISLATURE  4. 
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Habeas  Corpus— Conviction  for  violation  of  License  Laws — Prisoner 
diHchnrged  before  appeal — No  jurisdiction. 
See  JURISDICTION  24. 

2.  Habeas  Corpus— In  criminal  mattem— No  appeal  In  from  any  court  to 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada-Sec.  51  S.  C.  Act-Jurl»dlc*lon-Court  ofAp. 
peal  of  Ontario,  adjudication  by  In  Hab.  Corp.  matter-Production  of 
prUoner  on  return  of  wrlt-Appllcatlon  to  sflve  Hbort  notice  of  hearing 
not  entertained  when  ex  parte- 33  A  38  Vic.  cb.  32  sec.  19-8*  Vic.  cb.47- 
Intra  Tires  of  Dom.  Parliament-Summary  trial  by  Police  afavlstrnte. 

On  the  16th  January,  1879,  the  prisoner  was  charged,  for  that  he  did 
"  unlawfully  and  maliciously  cut  and  wound  one  Mary  Kelly  with  intent 
then  and  there  to  do  her  the  said  Mary  Kelly  grievous  bodily  harm,",  and 
being  tried  summarily  before  the  Police  Magistrate  of  the  City  of  Ottawa  was 
found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  central  prison  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  at  Toronto,  and  there  to  be  kept  at  hard  labor  for  one 

year. 

Upon  being  brought  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Ontario  upon 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  from  that  court,  the  prisoner  was  remanded 
back  to  prison ;  whereupon  the  prisoner  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal 
for  Ontario,  which  court  dismissed  his  appeal  on  the  20th  May,  1879.  (See  8 
Ont.  Pr.  R.  20.) 

Notice  was  given  of  an  intention  to  appeal  from  this  judgment  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  the  case  in  appeal  was  received  towards  the 
end  of  May,  too  late  to  be  set  down  for  hearing  at  the  then  sessions  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  whereupon  application  was  made  to  Mr.  Justice  Foumier 
for  leave  to  bring  the  appeal  on  for  hearing  and  to  give  short  notice  of  hear- 
ing. This  leave  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  no  appeal  would  lie  in  such 
a  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

An  application  was  then  made  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  to  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  who 

Held  that  the  application  should  be  refused  for  two  reasons:  1st.  Theap 
plicant  was  convicted  of  an  offence,  being  a  misdemeanor,  as  stated  sufficiently 
in  the  conviction,  which  could  not  be  avoided  for  matter  of  form  ;  the  misdfr 
meaner  of  which  he  was  so  convicted  was  an  offence  cognizable  by  the  Court 
of  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  and  for  such  offence  the  statute  of  1875 
authorizea  a,  punishment  to  be  inflicted  such  as  the  Court  of  General  Sessions 
could  award  for  the  like  offence,  and  the  punishment  awarded  was  such  as 
the  Court  of  General  Sessions  might  have  awarded.  2ndly.  The  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  should  be  considered  conclusive,  and  should  not  be 
interfered  with  by  a  single  judge  of  any  court  sitting  in  chambers,  but  the 
tipplicant  must  be  left  to  any  recourse  he  might  have  against  the  adjudication 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontaria    (June  19th,  1879). 
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On  the  23rd  June  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  made 
on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  to  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  of  the  Supremo  Court  of 
Canada,  who  granted  an  order  tor  a  writ,  returnable  before  the  Chief  Justice 
or  any  judge  of  said  court  in  chambers,  such  order  providing  that,  counsel  for 
.     the  prisoner  consenting,  the  actual  presence  of  the  prisoner  should  be  dis- 
.,     pensed  with,  and  providing,  also,  for  service  of  the  order  on  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  Province,  or  his  deputy,  or  his  agent  at  Ottawa.     The  writ 
was  returned  before  Chief  Justice  Ritchie  in  chambers  on  the  5th  July,  1879. 
Held,  by  the  Chief  Justice,  that  he  thought  he  should  not  deal  with  the  mat- 
ter without  the  prisoner  being  brought  before  him  according  to  the  exigency  of 
the  writ,  but  he  was  also  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  should  not  be  dis- 
charged on  habeas  corpus;  and  he  therefore  refused  the  application  for  his 

discharge. 

On  the   1 8th  September,  1879,  another  application  was  made  to  Mr. 

.Tustice  Henry  in  Chambers,  who  granted  an  order  tor  the  writ,  returnable 

before  himself  in  chambers,  dispensing  with  the  actual  presence  of  the 

prisoner  on  the  return  of  the  writ  (counsel  for  the  prisoner  consenting),  and 

.     providing  for  service  of  the  order  on  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Province. 

On  the  1st  October,  1879,  upon  the  return  of  the  writ,  after  hearing 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  and  the  Attorney-General,  Mr.  Justice  Henry. 

Held,  1st.  That  the  police  magistrate  derived  his  power  to  try  the  prisoner 
..  as  he  did  from  the  38th  Vic.  ch.  47,  but  reference  to  32  &  33  Vic.  ch.  32  was 
necessary  to  decide  upon  the  nature  of  the  charge  and  the  conviction.  In 
the  information  tfie  prisoner  was  charged  in  the  very  words  of  the  first 
.  clause  of  sec.  19  of  32  &  33  Vic.  ch.  32,  and  the  punishment  awarded  was 
that  warranted  by  the  terms  of  the  enactment,  and  the  additional  words  as 
to  the  intent  should  be  considered  nothing  more  than  surplusage. 

2nd,  That  38th  Vic.  ch.  47,  giving  power  to  police  and  stipendiary 
magistrates  to  try  in  a  summary  manner  felonies  and  misdemeanors,  was 
intra  vires  of  the  Dominion  Parliament. 

3rd.  That  it  was  unnecessary  to  consider  the  point  whether  the  prisoner 
should  be  brought  before  him  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  no 
objection  having  been  taken,  and  his  judgment  being  unfavorable  to  the 
prisoner  on  the  other  gi'ounds. 

Application  to  discharge  the  prisoner  refused. 

Application  was  then  mad>  to  Mr.  Justice  Fournier  in  chambers  for 
l3ave  to  bring  the  appeal  on  for  hearing  at  the  next  session  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  and  to  serve  short  notice  of  hearing,  but  it  was  Held,  that 
suSBcient  grounds  were  not  shown  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  regular  course 
of  procedure. 
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On  th«  10th  Norember,  1 879,  the  appliofttion  wM  renewed  before  the  full 
oonrt,  bat  being  made  exparte  and  withoot  notice  the  oourt  reftieed  to  hear  it. 

On  the  15th  Norember,  1879,  the  application  waa  again  made  to  the 
ftill  court,  when  the  attorney-general  of  Ontario  showed  cause,  and  it  wii 

Held,  that  no  appeal  would  lie  in  such  a  case  to  the  Supreme  Ckmrt  of 
Canada,  but  even  if  it  did,  under  all  the  circumstances  and  delays  that  had 
occurred,  the  court  should  not  go  out  of  its  way  to  exercise  any  dlsoretioo 
as  to  granting  leave. 

Per  Ritchie  C  J. — As  regards  habeat  eorput  in  oriminal  jdaatters,  the 
oourt  has  only  a  ccmourrent  jurisdiction  with  the  ■  judges  of  the  Superior 
Courts  of  the  various  provinces,  and  not  an  appellate  jurisdiction,  and  there 
is  no  necessity  for  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  any  judge  or  court,  or 
any  Appellate  Court,  because  the  prisoner  can  come  direct  to  any  judge  of 
the  Supreme  Court  individually,  and  i^pon  that  judge  refusing  the  writ  or 
remanding  the  prisoner,  he  could  take  his  appeal  from  that  judgment  to  the. 
full  court 

Motion  refused. 

In  re  Boicher— IStk  HoTmbsr,  I8»< 

3*  (}oMvlettoa  before  mmilfltrate— Arrest  oa  warmnt  ander— la^alrjr  ■•  t* 
•vMeaee— JarlMliettoa  ef  esarS  aa  OerltorarlHi.  *  B,  O.  A>  ■•e.4e— ■•  •• 
Oat.  eh*  70. 

Applioatioa  was  made  to  the  chief  justice  in  chambers  on  behalf  of  a 
person  arrested  on  a  warrant,  issued  on  a  conviction  by  a  magistrate,  for  s 
writ  of  habeoM  corpuSf  and  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  before 
the  magistrate,  the  application  being  based  on  the  lack  of  evidence  to  wa^ 
rant  the  conviction.    The  application  was  dismissed. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the 
conviction  having  been  regular,  and  made  by  a  oourt  in  the  unquestionable 
exercise  of  its  authority,  and  acting  within  its  jurisdiction,  the  only  objection 
being  that  the  magistrate  erred  on  the  fitots,  and  that  the  evidence  did  not 
justify  the  conclusion  which  he  arrived  at  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner,  the 
Supreme  Court  could  not  go  behind  the  conviction,  and  inquire  into  the 
merits  of  the  case  by  the  use  of  a  writ  of  habea*  corpus,  And  thus  constitute 
itself  a  court  of  appeal  from  the  magistrate's  decision. 

The  only  appellate  power  confeired  on  the  oourt  in  criminal  cases,  ii 
by  the  49th  seo.  of  the  S.  A  E.  C.  Act,  and  it  could  not  have  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature,  while  limiting  appeals  in  oriminal  cases  of  the  highest 
importance,  to  impose  on  the  oourt  the  duty  of  revisal  in  matters  of  fact  <rf 
aU  the  summary  oonyiotions  before  police  or  other  magistrates  (Lroughout 
the  Dominion. 
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Section  34  of  the  8.  Ct.  Amendment  Aot  of  1876  doea  not  in  any  .case 
Mithoriae  the  iuue  of  «  v^it  of  nertiorari  to  aooompany  a  wiit  of  kabeat 
eorputf  granted  by  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  hi  ohamben ;  and,  as  the 
prooeedingi  before  the  oourt  on  hdbttu  eorpu$  arishig  out  of  a  orimhud 
charge  are  only  by  way  of  appeal  fh>m  the  decision  of  such  judge  in  ohambers, 
the  said  section  does  not  authorise  the  oourt  to  issue  a  writ  of  ctrtiorari  in 
Buoh  proceedings  ;  to  do  so,  would  be  to  assume  appellate  jurisdiction  over 
the  inferior  court 

StmbU,  per  Ritchie  C  J.,  that  oh.  70  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario 

reUting  to  habtat  eorfu$,  does  not  apply  to  the  Supreme  <^ourt  of  Cknada. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

IB  re  TrepAuler.-16lh  Hank,  1885. 

Harbor,  Public— I^«ten  WmUmt  m«er  tke  «■«•«  BeAl  P.  B.  I,  mt  IbMekore 
la  •■■inienMe  Marker,  veM-B.  If.  A.  Act,  mc,  1«S— Fakllc  Harker-as 
Vie.  eh.  1». 

G.  (defendant)  was  in  possession  of  a  part  of  the  foreshore  of  the  harbor 
of  Sumnerside,  and  had  erected  thereon  a  wharf  or  block  at  which  vessels 
might  unload.  H.  et  al.  (plaintifih)  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover 
possession  of  the  said  foreshore.  H.  et  al.*»  title  consisted  of  letters  patent 
under  the  great  seal  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  dated  30th  August,  1877,  by 
which  the  Crown  in  right  of  the  island,  and  assuming  to  act  in  exercise  of 
authority  conferred  by  a  Provincial  Statute,  25  Vic.  oh.  19,  purported  to  grant 
to  plaintiff  in  fee  simple  the  land  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  action. 

Held«  that  under  sec.  108  B.  N.  A.  Act,  the  soil  and  bed  of  the  foreshore 

in  the  harbor  of  Summerside  belongs  to  the  Crown,  as  representing  the 

Dominion  of  Canada,  and  therefore  the  grant  under  the  great  seal  of  P.  E. 

Island  to  H.  et  al.,  is  void  and  inoperative. 

HolMan  ▼.  Green,   rl,  %%%, 

Highway — mUt^t  to •rlvlaal  read  allewaaee-SO  «••.  lU.  eh.  I, «  ««o.  IT. 
eh.  !•-••  Tie.  eh.  M  eeca.  S,  «,  T-HBTle.  eh.  ••  aeca.  MS,  SlS-Ceae.  Slats. 
V.  €.  eh.  04  eee.  •lS-ae--M  Tie.  «h.  SI  seciu  SM,  aS4-««  Tie.  (Ob«  )  eh.  4S 
Mes.4sa,  4aa-Kaalel»«l  Aete. 

The  pUintiff  claimed  in  right  of  his  wife  under  a  deed  to  her,  dated  1st 
October,  18G7,  of  the  S.  ^  of  lot  9,  hi  the  5th  concession  of  Haldimand,  to  be 
entitled  to  the  original  allowance  for  road  between  lots  8  and  9,  by  reason 
of  the  Justices  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  having  in  1837,  under  50  Qeo.  Ill  ch. 
1,  and  4  Qeo.  IV.  ch.  10,  laid  out  a  road  across  tbis  S.  ^  in  lieu,  as  was  claimed, 
of  the  original  allowance ;  and  he  sued  defendant  for  having  destroyed  a 
fence  whioh  plaintiff  had  recently  erected  across  the  original  allowance  for 
road  at  its  point  of  intersection  with  the  cross-roads. 

Held,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  afllrming  the  judgment  of  the 
Oourt  of  Common  Pleas  of  Ontario,  and  also  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
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Appeal  of  Ontario,  (See  3  Out  App.  B.  175.)>  ^^^  from  36  Vie.  (Ont)  ch.  48, 
and  the  preceding  Municipal  Acts,  it  is  apparent  that  where  the  original 
allowance,  in  lieu  of  which  a  new  road  had  been  opened,  lay  between  land* 
owned  by  diiferent  persons  (as  the  road  in  question  does)  the  owner  of  the 
land  appropriated  for  the  new  road  had  no  claim  whatever  to  the  original 
allowance  further  than  to  receive  a  oonTeyance  from  the  municipality  of  a 
part  only,  and  that  only  in  caae  the  municipality,  in  its  discretion,  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  original  allowance  was  useless  to  the  public,  in  which 
case  the  municipality  would  have  to  express  that  opinion  by  a  by-law  pu!>ed 
for  closing  the  original  allowance.  The  plaintiff  therefore  must  £ail,  for  there 
never  was  any  person  entitled  to  call  for  a  conveyance  of  the  road  in  question, 
and  the  municipality  had  never  pronounced  it  to  be  useless  to  the  public. 

2.  The  road  in  question  lay  along  the  whole  length  of  the  defendant's 
lot,  and  therefore  came  within  sec.  422  of  36  Vic.  ch.  48,  Ont.,  and  the  muni- 
cipality could  not  close  it,  or  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  peculiar  benefit 
he  might  derive  from  it  as  a  highway  adjoining  his  lands  within  that  sec.,  and 
perhaps,  also,  the  373  sec,  which  provides  for  compensation  for  any  damage 

o  owners  of  property  injuriously  affected. 

3.  Farther,  the  proper  conclusion  from  the  evidence  waa  that  the  road 

established  under  the  autiiority  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  not  a  road  laid 

out  in  lieu  of  the  original  road  allowance,  but  a  wholly  independent  road. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  coata. 

CaneroB  t.  Walt.  7th  Mar,  \^1** 
Husband  and  Wife. 

1 .    Insurable  interest  of  hufiband  in  wife's  property. 
See  INSURANCE,  FIBE  14. 

2.  Evidence  of  husband  not  admiasible  on  behalf  of  wife. 

See  EXECUTOB  5. 

3.  Divorce  obtained  in  Qaebec — Effect  of— Right  of  wife  to  sae  without 
authorization — Art,  14  C.  C.  P.  ' 

See  DIVORCE. 

4.  Death  of  wife  by  negligence  of  railway  company— Action  by  husband 

as  administrator — flight  to  recover  damages. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  24. 
HjrpOthOC — Pcmonal  r««enrae  ta  artloa  •■— Ae«>»|»(»aer  of  d*l«v«lloB  •! 
pajrmeat— AmcndBient  9f  pleMlbMPi— PajriMcat  of  r«MtM  a«  «*BdltlOM  pre* 

On  the  14th  October,  1874,  Mia.  Beeves  sold  to  Quesnel  the  south  of  lot 
4679  on  the  official  plan  of  Montreal,  and  Mrs.  Cadieax  on  the  same  day  sold 
him  the  north  of  the  same  lot.  On  the  17th  October,  1874,  Quesnel  sold  to 
Geriken,  Laframboiae  and  Robitaille  three  undivided  fourths  of  both  pro- 
perties en  bloc.     On  this  laat  Quesnel  received  $22,246.87,  leaving  due 
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|i27;365.63,  which  the  purchasen  promised  to  pay  tor  Quemel  to  Mn.  Rae?e« 
with  interest  in  certain  instalments  arranged  to  meet  Quesnel's  liability. 
Hn.  Reeves  was  not  a  party  to  this  last  deed,  but  she  subsequently  accepted, 
and  serred  notice  of  her  acoeptanoe  of,  the  delegation  of  payment  made  by 
such  deed  in  her  favour.  Mrs.  Reeres,  priw  to  such  acceptance,  sued  the 
joint  proprietors  bypothecarily  for  Quesnel's  debt,  and  they  made  a  ditaUte- 
wumi  of  the  portion  of  the  lands  sold  by  her  to  Quesnel.  Subsequently  she 
brought  the  present  action  against  tieriken  under  the  delegation  for  one- 
third  part  of  the  said  debt  of  $27,365.63  with  interest.  Oeriken  contended 
that  having  been  oblig^  to  tUlaitter  a  portion  of  the  propd^ty.  he  could  not 
be  sued  for  any  portion  of  the  money. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  siutained 
this  contention.  Sir  A.  A.  Dorion  C.J.  and  Bamsay  J.  dissenting. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held«  that  if  Geriken  in  the 
hypothecary  action  bad  been  evicted  from  the  whole  of  the  property  hypo- 
thecated he  would  have  been  relieved  from  personal  responsibility  under 
the  delegation  ;  but  having  been  evicted  from  only  a  part  interest  in  said  pro- 
perty he  was  freed  from  liability  under  the  delegation  merely  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  eviction  might  be  considered  to  have  paid  his  share  of  the  debt 
to  Mrs.  Reeves. 

The  court  therefore  ordered  that,  upon  payment,  as  a  condition  precedent, 
of  the  costs  incurred  by  plaintiff  in  the  said  Supreme  Court  and  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  together  with  the  costs  incurred  by  plaintiff  in  the  Superior 
Court  since  the  filing  of  defendant's  pleas  on  record,  the  defendant  be  allowed 
to  amend  his  pleas  and  to  plead  that  he  had  beeu  evicted  from  a  part  of  the 
property  sold  to  the  said  Oeriken  by  Quesnel,  and  that  what  had  been  paid 
by  said  Geriken  to  Quesnel  at  the  time  of  sMd  sale  paid,  and  even  over  paid, 
for  the  part  of  said  property  which  the  said  Geriken  detained,  and  that  the 
cause  be  thereupon  proceeded  with  in  the  said  Superior  Court  in  the  ordi- 
nary course,  and  that  in  default  of  such  amendment  within  three  months  the 
Superior  Court,  on  motion  to  that  effect,  should  enter  judgment  against 
defendant  for  $3,281.25  with  interest  from  the  14th  October,  1874,  and  all 
the  costs. 

Beern  t.  PerranU-x,  617. 

2.  Hypothecary  aotion  against  sob-parohaBers— /Sm  inter  alios  acta — 

Variation  of  original  promise  of  sale  by  sabseqaent  deed — Notary, 
evidence  of,  not  admissible  to  contradict  deed. 
See  SALS  OF  LANDS  9. 

3.  Simulated  hypothec  given  in  payment  of  goods— Right  to  sue  for  price. 

Set  SALE  OF  GOODS  11. 
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Improvements—Claim  for,  by  inoidonlal  demand. 
See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3. 

Income. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  6. 
Indictment— DireottoDs  by  Attornoy  Greneral  with  reference  to. 
See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  1. 

2.  Misjoinder  61  counts. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  2; 

3.  For  atteriog  forged  cheque  or  order. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  6. 

Influence— U  ndae. 

See  ELECTION  I. 

Injunction. 

See  TIMBER  LICENSES  1. 

2.  Maliciousiy  obtaining. 

See  DAMAGES  19. 

3.  To  stay  proceedings  on  illegal  by-law  of  mnnicipality. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  18. 

4.  For  infringement  of  trade  mark. 

See  TRADE  MARE. 

5.  Interim — Judgment  quashing  not  appealable. 

See  .7URISDICTI0N  37,  38. 

Insanity. 

See  Willi  7. 

Inscription  En  Faux. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  8. 

Insolvency— Frand  or  Illegal  prererenee-PrMinmptlan— XasolveBt  Act 
of  IM7S,  —9.  IS,  anb-sec*.  1  and  S«  And  Inaolvaat  »ct  uf  IseVt  ••«•.  SS  «b4 
8M— Arte.  C.€.IfcC.  ees,  loss,  loss,  1040— Doctrine  of  preasnre  opposed  to 
Art.  IO»l,  108»  C.C.I..C. 

T.  F.,  a  hotel  keeper,  being  largely  indebted,  sold  to  A.  B.,  his  prin- 
cipal creditor,  on  the  13th  January,  1875,  by  notarial  deed,  duly  registered, 
certain  moveable  and  immoveable  property,  being  the  bulk  of  his  estate,  com- 
prising the  hotel  and  fiirniture,  for  $15,409.50.  The  immoveable  property, 
valued  by  olBoial  assessors  at  $22,00(>,  was  sold  for  $10,000.  The  sale  was 
also  noade  subject  to  the  ijght  of  redemption  by  F.,  on  re  imbursing,  within 
three  years,  the  stipulated  price  of  $15,409.50,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of 
8  p.  c,  with  a  provision  that,  in  case  of  insolvency  or  default  of  payment, 
this  right  of  rem^^  should  cease.  No  delivery  took  place,  and  ten  months 
later  F.,  who  remained  in  possession  of  the  property  under  a  lease  from  A. 
B.  of  the  same  date  as  that  of  the  sale,  also  became  bankrupt.  In  the 
meantime  A.  B.,  with  Fs  consent,  had  leased  the  furniture  toT.&  J., 
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in  whoie  luuids  it  wm  when  appellant  (Fs  assignee)  rerendioated  it  as 

part  of  the  insolvent  estate.    T.  A  J.  did  not  plead,  but  A.  B.  intervened 

and  olaimed  the  effects  under  the  deed  of  sale  above  mentioned.    The 

assignee  contested  the  intervention,  alleging  that  the  deeds  passed  on  the 

19th  Januaiy,  1875,  had  been  made  by  T.  F.  in  fraud  of  his  credi^rs. 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  that  the  object  of  the 

transaction  was  to  defeat  Fs  creditors  generally,  and  therefore  the  deeds  of 

sale  and  lease  of  the  19th  Janiuuy,  1875,  were  null  and  void  under  Arts.  993, 

1033, 1035  and  1040,  C.  0.  L.  0.,  and  sees.  86  and  88  of  Insolvent  Aol  of  1869, 

and  lec.  3,  sub«eo.  13,  of  Insolvent  Act  of  1875. 

Blekiby  v.  Bell-U,  560. 

2.  rorelKH  Imnkmptcjr— AwilvMirat  therenadcr— LitMU  tai  CMiiida 

D.,  a  naturalized  British  subject,  who  owned  lands  in  Canada,  resided 
and  carried  on  business  in  partnership  with  E.  &  8.,  in  the  State  of  New 
York.  In  November,  1873,  the  firm  of  D.,  H.  &  8.  became  insolvent.  On 
the  I4th  February,  1874,  the  said  firm,  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  the 
United  States  (sec.  5, 103  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,)  executed  a  deed  purporting  to 
"  convey,  transfer  and  deliver  all  their  and  each  of  their  estate  and  effects  " 
to  one  C,  as  trustee  for  the  creditors.  On  the  26th  September  1874,  a  writ 
of  execution  against  D's  lands  in  Canada  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
proper  sheriff  by  the  respondents,  who  had  in  the  meantime  recovered  judg- 
ment against  him.  Subsequently  D.,  by  way  of  further  assurance,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  deed  of  the  14th  February,  1874,  granted  to  C,  as  trustee, ' 
his  lands  in  Canada,  specifying  the  different  parcels.  M.,  the  appellant,  was 
afterwards  substituted  to  0.  as  trustee,  and,  as  such,  fyled  a  bill  in  the 
Court  of  Chanceiy  to  obtain  a  declaration  that  the  lands  specified  in  the 
bill  were  not  liable  to  the  operation  of  the  writ  of  execution  of  the  respon- 
dents. 

Held,  that  a  bankrupt  assignment,  made  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  America,  will  not  transfer  immoveable 
property  in  Cftnada. 

Also,  that  the  deed  of  the  4th  February,  1874,  was  not  effectual,  either 
as  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  or  a  deed  of  grant  to  pass  auy  legal  title  or 
interest  in  the  lands  of  D.  in  Canada. 

Maedonald  v.  Georgian  Bay  Lnmber  Conpany— 11, 864. 

3.  Pica  of  InMolvenry— Ots«lmrc«  not  pleaded— Jadcmeat  after  ecrlMcate 
■mated. 

T.  J.  W.  sued  F.  B.,  and  on  the  9th  June,  1873,  F.  B.  assigned  his  prop- 
erty under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869.  On  6th  August,  F.  B.  became  party 
to  a  deed  of  composition.  On  the  17th  October,  F.  B.  pleaded  j>n<«  darrein 
(BonftniMMiot,  that  since  action  commenced  he  duly  assigned  under  the  Act, 
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and  that  by  deed  of  composition  and  disoharge  executed  by  his  oreditora  \m 
was  discharged  of  all  liability.  On  the  18th  November,  1873,  the  Insolvent 
Court  confirmed  the  deed  of  composition  and  F.  B's  disoharge,  but  F.  B. 
neglected  to  plead  this  confirmation.  Judgment  was  given  in  favor  of  T.  J. 
W.  on  the  30th  January,  1874.  On  30th  May,  1876,  an  execution  under  the 
judgment  was  issued,  and  on  the  28th  June,  1876,  a  rule  nin' to  set  aside 
prooeedingc  was  obtained  and  made  absolute.  . 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  thai 
F.  B.f  having  neglected  to  plead  his  disoharge  before  judgment,  as  he  might 
have  done,  was  estopped  from  setting  it  up  afterwards  to  defeat  the  ezecu* 
tion.  (Strong  J.  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that  the  rule  or  order  of  the 
court  below  was  not  one  from  which  an  appeal  could  be  brought  under  the 
Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act.) 

Wallace  v.  Bomon.— U,  488. 

4.    Inaolvent  Act*  IS7S-Tnider-Pleadlnv. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 
Scotia,  making  the  rule  nisi  taken  out  by  the  respondents  absolute  to  set 
aside  verdict  for  plaintiff  and  enter  judgment  for  the  defendants.  The  action 
was  brought  by  C.  as  assignee  of  L.  P.  F.,  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875, 
for  several  trespasses  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  property  known 
as  the  Shubenacadie  canal  property,  and  for  conversion  by  C.  et  al.  to  their 
own  use  of  the  ice  taken  off  the  lakes  through  which  that  canal  was  intended 
to  run.  The  declaration  contained  six  counts,  the  plaintiff  claiming  as 
assignee  of  F.  Among  the  pleas  were  denials  of  oooomitting  the  alleged 
wrongs,  of  the  property  being  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  his  possession  of 
it,  the  last  plea  being  that  "  the  said  plaintiff  was  not,  nor  is  such  assignee 
as  alleged."  After  the  trial  both  counsel  declined  addressing  the  judge,  and 
it  was  agreed  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  with  |10 
damages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  the  parties  should  be 
entitled  to  take  all  objections  arising  out  of  the  evidence  and  minutes,  and 
that  the  court  should  have  power  to  enter  judgment  for  or  against  the 
defendants  with  costs.  A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  to  be  granted  accordingly, 
and  filed.  The  rule  was  taken  out  as  follows : — "  On  reading  the  minutes  of 
the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  the  papers  on  file  herein,  and  on 
motion,  it  is  ordered  that  the  verdict  entered  herein  formally  by  consent, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  with  power  to  take  all  objections  arising 
out  of  the  evidence  and  minutes,  and  with  power  to  the  court  to  enter  judg- 
ment for  or  against  defendants,  with  costs,  be  set  aside  with  costa,  and  a  new 
trial  granted  herein."  This  rule  was  made  absolute  in  the  following  terms : 
'^On  argument,  etc.,  it  is  ordered  that  the  rule  niti  be  made  absolute  with 
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oosta  and  judgment  entered  for  the  defendants  against  the  plaintiff,  with 
ooats."    Thereupon  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ctoada. 

Held;  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  by  traversing  the  allegation  of  plaintiff 
.  being  assignee,  the  defendants  put  in  issue  the  facts  implied  in  the  aver* 
ment,  that  the  plaintiff  was  assignee  in  insolvency,  and  that  F.  was  a  trader 
itithin  the  meaning  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  and  as  the  evidence  did 
not  establish  that  F.  bought  or  sold  in  the  course  of  any  trade  or  business, 
or  got  his  livelihood  by  buying  and  selling,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  prove 
this  israe. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — Assuming  F.  to  be  a  trader,  still  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  merits,  which  had  been  argued  at  length. 
i  That  the  agreement  at  n<«{j>riu«  ai^horiiied  the  court  to  render  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff  or  defendant,  according  as  they  should  consider  either  party 
upon  the  law  and  the  faots  entitled  ;  that  the  court,  having  exercised  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it  by  this  agreement,  and  rendered  judgment  for 
the  defendants,  this  court  was  also  bound  to  give  Judgment  on  the  merits, 
and  as  judgment  of  the  court  below  in  favor  of  the  defendants  was  substan* 
tially  oorreot  to  sustain  it ;  and  it  having  been  objected  that  as  the  rule  niti 
asked  for  a  new  trial,  the  rule  absolute  in  favor  of  defendants  was  erroneous, 
that  such  an  objection  was  too  technical  to  be  allowed  to  prevail,  and  that 
the  rule  niti  having,  as  it  did,  recited  the  agreement  at  ni«t  prius,  and  the 
court  below  having  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  it  should  be 
upheld,  except  as  to  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementutn,  which  should  be  found 
for  the  plaintiff  or  struck  off  the  record,  and  that  to  order  a  new  trial  could 
be  but  to  protract  a  useless  litigation  at  great  expense.  < 

Creigbton  V.  Climick.-vU,  848. 

6.  Jndvment  on  demnrrcr  appealnble— Srd  iirc.  Supreme  Court  Amendment 
Act,  1870—88  Vic.  eta.  16,  aec.  8,  cunittructlon  or— Purcimao  ol  sooda  by 
Inaolvent  outside  of  Dominion  of  ('anadn—PleMdlnK*— Insolvent  Act, 
1870,  m.  186,  187,  Intra  vlrM. 

P.  et  al.,  merchants  carrying  on  business  in  England,  brought  an  action 
for  $4,000  on  the  common  counts  against  J.  S.  et  al.,  and  in  order  to  bring  S. 
ei  cd.  within  the  purview  of  sec.  136  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875,  by  a  special 
count  alleged  in  their  declaration  that  a  purchase  of  goods  was  made  by  S. 
«t  al.  from  them  on  the  13th  March,  1879,  and  another  purchase  on  the  29th 
•  March  of  the  same  year ;  that  when  S.  et  al.  made  the  said  purchases  they 
had  probable  cause  for  believing  themselves  to  be  unable  to  meet  their 
engagements  and  concealed  the  fact  from  V.  et  al.,  thereby  becoming  their 
creditors  with  intent  to  defraud  P.  et  al.  J.  S.  (appellant)  amongst  other 
pleas  pleaded  that  the  contract  out  of  which  the  alleged  oauje  of  action 
arose  was  made  in  England  and  not  in  Canada.    To  thio  plea  P.  et  al. 
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demurred.  It  wu  agreed  that  the  pleadings  were  to  be  treated  as  amended 
by  alleging  that  the  defendanta  were  traders  and  British  subjects  resident 
and  domiciled  in  Canada  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion and  had  subsequently  became  inaolvents  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of 
1875  and  amendments  thereto. 

Held,  Tasohereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  although  the  judg- 
ment appealed  firom  was  a  decision  on  a  demurrer  to  part  of  the  action  only, 
it  was  a  final  judgment  in  a  judicial  proceeding  within  the  meaning  of  the 
3rd  ^eo.  of  the  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879. 

Per  Ritchie  CJ.and  Fournier  J. —  1st  That  sec.  136  of  the  Insolvent  Aot 
of  1875  is  intra  vires  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada. 

2nd.  That  the  charge  of  fraud  in  the  present  suit  is  merely  a  proceeding 
to  enforce  payment  of  a  debt  under  a  law  relating  to  bankruptcy  and  insol- 
vency, over  which  subject-matter  the  Parliament  of  Canada  has  power  to 
legislate. 

3rd.  Although  the  fraudulent  aot  charged  was  committed  in  another 
country  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  in  Canada,  the 
defendant  was  not  exempt  for  that  reason  from  liability  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  136th  sec.  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  1875,  and  therefore  the  plea  demurred 
to  was  bad  and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — ^The  demurrer  does  not  raise  the  question  whether 
sec.  136  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875  is  or  is  not  ultra  vires  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  for  whether  it  be  or  be  not  the  plea  demurred  to  is  bad,  inas- 
much as  it  confesses  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  that  such 
debt  was  incurred  under  circumstances  of  fraud,  and  offers  no  matter  what- 
ever of  avoidance  or  in  bar  of  the  action ;  therefore  if  the  appeal  be  enter- 
tained it  must  be  dismissed. 

Per  Strong,  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ There  being  nothing  either  in 

the  language  or  object  of  the  136th  sec.  of  the  Insolvent  Act  to  warrant  the 
implication  that  it  was  to  have  any  effect  out  of  Canada,  it  must  be  held  not 
to  extend  to  the  purchase  of  goods  in  England  by  defendant,  otated  in  the 
second  count  of  the  declaration.  In  this  view  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  as 
to  the  constitutional  validity  of  the  enactment  in  question,  and  the  appeal 
should  be  allowed. 

The  court  being  equally  divided  the  appeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Bliields  V.  Peak.-i1tl.  S79. 

6.  Inaolvent  Act  of  1S?S— ITnJnst  prefereace— Fmndnlent  pveference— Pre* 
■mnpUon  of  InnocMiee. 

W.,  the  respondent,  was  a  private  banker,  who  had  had  various  dealings 
with  one  D.,  and  had  discounted  for  him  at  an  exorbitant  rate  of  interest  notes 
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received  by  D.  in  the  course  of  his  business.  D.'s  indebtedness  on  new  trans- 
actions amounted  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  but,  being  a  man  of  very  sanguine 
temperament,  he  bad  entered  into  a  new  line  of  business,  after  obtaining 
goods  on  credit  to  the  amount  of  $4,000  or  15,000,  upon  a  representation  to 
the  parties  supplying  such  goods  that,  although  without  any  available  capital, 
he  had  experience  in  business.  About  twelve  days  after  he  had  commenced 
his  new  business,  being  threatened  by  a  mortgagee  with  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings, he  applied  to  W.,  who  advanced  him  $300,  part  of  which  was  applied 
in  paying  the  overdue  interest  on  the  mortgage,  and  the  surplus  in  retiring 
a  note  of  D.'s  held  by  W.  D.  executed  a  mortgage  in  favor  of  W.  and  was 
granted  a  reduced  rate  of  interest  on  his  indebtedness,  and  was  told  he  would 
have  to  work  carefully  to  get  through. ,  D.  became  insolvent  about  four 
months  afterwards,  and  a  suit  was  brought  by  MoR.,  as  assignee,  impeaching 
the  mortgage  to  W. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  MoR.  had  not 
satisfied  the  onus  which  was  cast  upon  him  by  the  Insolvent  Act,  of  showing 
that  the  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  in  question 
contemplated  that  his  embarrassment  must  of  necessity  terminate  in  insol- 
vency. 

McRae  T.  White.   Ix,  12. 

7.  Agreement  to  pledge  moneys  by  debtor  unable  to  meet  his  liabilities — 
When  valid— Deposit  in  bank. 

See  AGREEMENT  7. 

8.  Of  donor  at  date  of  donation,  necessary  to  set  aside  donation  in  mar- 
riage contract. 

See  DONATION. 

9.  Insolvent  Act— DemMid  of  aaaiKnmeiit,  when  Miinnlled,  action  for  mak. 
Iny— Bcasonnble  and  probable  canae— Order  of  Jndce  annnlllny  demand 
not  prlmA  flacle  evidence  of— Evidence. 

In  1874  the  firm  of  James  Domville  &  Co.  was  composed  of  James  Dom- 
ville  and  James  Scovil ;  and  the  firm  of  Estabrooks  &  Gleeson  was  then  com- 
posed of  John  F.  Estabrooks  and  the  plaintiif.  The  latter  firm  carried  on 
busmesB  then,  in  the  city  of  Saint  John,  as  dealers  in  flour,  meal,  &c.,  and 
there  had  been  dealings  between  the  firms  for  about  two  years  previously, 
but  not,  so  far  as  appeared,  to  any  very  large  extent. 

In  the  fall  of  that  year,  three  promissory  notes,  made  by  Estabrooks  & 
Gleeson  in  favour  of  Domville  &  Co.,  which  had  been  indorsed  by  the  latter 
firm,  and  which  had  been  discoimted  for  them  by  the  Bank  of  Montreal, 
were  lying  in  that  bank  when  they  matured.  The  first  waa  a  note  for 
$409.81,  and  it  fell  due  on  the  23rd  November,  1874;  the  second  was  lor 
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$109.71,  due  4-7    Deoember,  and  the  third  wm  for  $137.13,  due  lUU 
Deoember. 

On  the  23rd  November,  when  the  first  of  theae  notes  became  due,  Um 
plaintiff  called  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  DomTille  &  Co.,  where  he  saw  Mr. 
Scovil,  and  told  him  that  ho  was  unable  to  pay  the  not»  in  full  that  day,  but 
he  offered  Mr.  Soovil  25  per  cent,  on  account  of  it  then,  and  asked  to  b« 
allowed  to  renew  for  the  difference.  Mr.  Soovil  promised  to  speak  to  tlit 
defendant  on  the  subject,  and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  call  again  and  get 
his  reply.  The  pUuntiff  accordingly  called  again  shortly  afterwards  and 
found  both  Mr.  Scovil  and  Mr.  Domville  in  their  office.  The  defendant  th«o 
at  once  refused  peremptorily  to  accept  the  offer  which  the  plaintiff  hsd 
made  to  Soovil,  or  to  accept  50  per  cent,  and  to  renew  for  the  balance  for 
one  month. 

After  three  o'clock  on  the  same  day,  the  defendant  called  at  the  office 
of  Estabrooks  A  Oleeson  and  told  the  plaintiff  that  if  the  note  was  not  taktn 
up  by  one  o'clock  the  following  day,  an  attachment  would  be  issued  agninit 
the  firm  of  Estabrooks  St  Gleeson.  The  plaintiff  urged  him  not  to  issue  sny 
attachment,  assuring  him  that,  not  only  Messrs.  Domville  &  Co.,  but  every 
one  of  the  creditors  of  Estabrooks  Jk  Oleeson  should  be  paid  in  full  everj 
dollar  due  to  them.  The  defendant,  however,  refused  to  listen  to  these 
assurance:. 

The  note  for  $409.81  was  not  then  retired,  neither  was  the  next  one,  for 
$109,  when  it  became  due ;  but  the  third  was  paid  in  full  at  maturity. 

Sometime  in  the  month  of  Deoember,  (the  plaintiff  thought  about  the 
7th,)  Estabrooks  &  Oleeson  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  F.  E.  Barker,  purpwt- 
ing  to  have  been  written  by  him  as  the  solicitor,  and  on  behalf  of  Domville 
&  Co.,  intimating  that  Domville  Si  Co.'b  claim  must  be  paid,  or  that  Esti- 
brooks  &  Oleeson  must  go  into  liquidation. 

As  the  solicitor  of  Domville  A  Co.,  Mr.  Barker,  on  the  16th  December, 
1874,  issued  an  attachment  at  their  suit  against  the  property  of  Estabrooki 
A  Oleeaon,  but  which,  so  far  at  appeared  on  the  trial,  was  never  executed. 
The  Deputy  Sheriff,  in  whose  hands  it  had  been  placed  for  execution,  testi- 
fied that  no  property  was  pointed  out  to  him,  and  that  he  found  none  to 
attach  imder  it 

On  the  12th  January,  1875,  a  demand  was  served  on  Estabrooks  A 
Oleeson  at  the  instance  of  Domville  &  Co.,  requiring  Estabrooks  &  Oleewn 
to  make  an  assignment  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  lh69. 

Within  five  days  after  service  of  such  demand  a  petition,  under  the  15th 
section  of  the  Act,  signed  by  John  F.  Estabrooks  and  Patrick  Olesson  indi- 
vidually, was  presented  to  Judge  Watters,  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  of 
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St.  John,  praying  that  no  further  prooeetlings  should  be  taken  under  it. 
And  due  notice  of  the  presentment  of  auoh  petition  having  been  given,  and 
all  parties  being  present  either  in  person  or  by  their  counsel,  before  Judge 
Watters,  he  proceeded  to  inquire  into  the  subject-matter  of  it,  and  made 
the  following  order:  "After  heating  the  parties  and  their  evidence,  as 
adduced  before  me,  and  it  appearing  to  me  that  the  said  John  F.  Estabrooks 
and  Patrick  Oleeson  have  not  ceased  to  meet  their  liabilities  generally  »t 
the  time  of  such  demand,  1  do  order  that  the  prayer  of  the  said  petitioners 
be  granted,  and  that  no  further  proceedingH  be  taken  on  such  tond,  with 
costs  to  be  paid  by  the  said  James  DomVille  and  James  Soovi.  o  the  said 
petitioners  or  to  their  attorney  upon  demand." 

Estabrooks  A  Gleeson  efteoted  an  arrangement  with  Domville  &  Co.  for 
the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  for  which  the  demand  had  been  made  by 
giving  them  an  indorsed  note,  payable,  with  interest,  in  twelve  months ; 
which  note  the  makers  subsequently  paid  in  full. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  on  the  ground  « that  the  defendant 
falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  made, 
or  pitKsured  to  be  made,  a  demand  under  the  14th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1869,  signed  by  the  defendant  and  by  one  James  Scovil,  partners,  under  the 
name,  style  and  firm  of  James  Domville  &  Co.,  requiring  plaintiff  and  the 
said  John  F.  Estabrooks  to  make  an  assignment  of  his  estate  and  effects  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  reason- 
able or  probable  cause,  caused  the  same  to  be  served  upon  the  said  plaintiff 
and  the  said  John  F.  Estabrooks,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Act ;  and  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  F.  Estabrooks,  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  same  Act,  applied  by,  and  presented  to  Charles 
Waiters,  Esquire,  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  the  City  and  County  of 
Saint  John,  their  petition  praying  that  no  further  proceedings,  under  the 
said  demand,  should  be  had  against  them  under  the  laid  Act ;  and  such 
proceedings  were  thereupon  had  under  the  said  petition,  that  the  said  Judge, 
bebig  authorised  to  act,  and  having  competent  authority  in  that  behalf, 
ordered  that  the  prayer  of  the  said  pUdntiff  and  of  the  said  John  F.  Esta- 
brooks should  be  granted,  and  thereafter  and  thereby  such  demand  so 
made  and  served  as  aforesaid  became  and  was  of  no  force,  &o.,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings thereon  were  determined  ;  and  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff  was 
put  to  inconvenience  and  anxiety,  and  was  prevented  from  transacting  his 
business  and  carrying  on  his  said  trade  with  the  naid  John  F.  Estabrooks, 
and  was  injured  in  his  credit  and  incurred  expense  in  procuring  the  said 
demand  to  be  annulled,"  Ac. 

18 
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At  the  trial  Duff  J.  directed  the  jury  that  the  annulling  of  the  donaod 
by  the  order  of  Judge  Watters  yraaprimd  facie  evidence  of  the  absence  of 
reasonable  and  probable  cause,  and  threw  upon  the  defendant  the  burthen 
of  proving  the  afBrmative. 

This  ruling  was  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  (3 
Pugs.  &  Bur.  77.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  such  order  was  not  in  itself  even  primd  faek 
evidence  of  the  absence  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause ;  but,  further,  tbe 
evidence  suiBoiently  established  the  existence  of  reasonable  and  probtUe 
cause  for  making  the  demand  of  assignment. 

Appeal  allovred  with  costs. 
'  DoBTllle  T.  <lleesoii.-10tli  June,  1881. 

10.  Deposit  in  bank  to  meet  composition  notes.   .,.:>. 

See  NEW  TRIAL  4. 

11.  Action  of  damages  for  malicioas  proceedings  in — 

See  DAMAGES  25. 

12.  Yoluntary  assignment  by  insolvent — Right  of  assignee  to  sue — Arts. 
13  and  19  C.  C.  P. 

See  ASSIGNMENT  6. 

13.  InsolTcnt  act  of  1870,  and  amending  acta— HortcaffC  of  iHoelvcal*! 
*  property— TnuiHrer  within  thirty  days  In  contemplation  of  taaolveacr- 
"           Fraudulent  preference  under  see.  183— Herchanta  Mhlpplnr  net  1854. 

F.,  a  ship  owner  in  Yarmouth,  N.  S.,  employed  as  his  agents  in  lirer- 
pool,  J.  &  Co.,  the  defendant  J.  being  a  member  of  their  firm,  and,  as  agenti 
,  in  New  York,  he  employed  the  the  firm  of  S.  P.  B.,  of  which  the  defendsnt 

S.  was  a  member.  In  the'  course  of  his  dealings  with  these  agents  he 
became  indebted  to  both  firms  for  acceptances  by  them  of  his  drafts  made  when 
he  was  in  want  of  money,  towards  the  payment  of  which  they  received  the 
freights  of  his  vessels  and  remittances  in  money.  On  one  occasion  he  said 
that  he  would  give  to  the  Liverpool  firm  a  mortgage  on  the  "  Tsemogors," 
or  the  "Magnolia,"  when  they  should  require  it,  and,  in  a  subsequent  ooo- 
versation  with  a  member  of  the  firm,  he  agreed  to  give  such  mortgage  on 
certain  conditions,  which  were  not  carried  out.  He  also  promised  the  finn 
in  New  York  to  give  them  security  "  in  case  anything  happened,"  and  men- 
tioned as  such  sectuity  a  mortgage  on  the  "  Tsernogora."  According  to  Fs 
own  statement,  he  had  sufficient  property  to  pay  his  liabilities  when  these 
conversations  took  place.  A  few  weeks  after  these  conversations  F. 
executed  a  mortgage  of  20-64  shares  of  the  "  Tsernogora,"  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  J.  &  S.,  and  piad  th<<)  same  recorded,  and  within  thirty  dsjn 
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thereafter  a  writ  ofattachiuent  in  insolvency  was  issued  against  him.  The 
plaintiff,  who  was  appointed  assignM  of  Fs  estate  by  his  oreditors,  filed  a 
bill  to  have  the  mortgage  set  aside,  claiming  that  it  was  void  under  section 
133  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875.  The  defendant  J.  did  not  answer  the  plain- 
tiff's bill,  and  the  other  defendants  denied  that  the  mortgage  was  made  in 
contemplation  of  insolvency,  and  also  claimed  that,  as  it  was  made  under 
the  provisions  of  "The  Merchants  Shipping  Act,"  (Imperial),  it  was  not 
affected  by  the  "  Insolvent  Act  of  1875.*'  The  judge  in  equity,  Nova  Scotia, 
before  whom  the  cause  was  heard,  made  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  ordered  the  mortgage  to  be  set  aside,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 
Scotia  dismissed  an  appeal  from  that  judgment. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affiirming  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  Heniy  J.  dissenting,  that  the 
promise  to  give  security  "  in  case  anything  should  happen."  could  only 
mean  "  in  case  the  party  should  go  into  insolvency,"  and  that  the  transfer 
was  void  under  section  133  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875. 

Hcldt  also,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Merchants  Shipping  Act,  did  not 
prevent  the  property  in  the  ship  passing  to  the  assignee  under  the  insol- 
vent Act.    (5  Buss.  &  Geld.  244;. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Jones  T.  Kinney-iathMaj,  1885. 
14-  Mortgage  given  by  oompanj  in  insolvent  ciroamataooeis — Preference 
— Intention. 

See  FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE  4. 
15.  Advances  by  bank  to  insolvent — Security  on   shares  held  by — Lia- 
bility for  maladministration  of  estate. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  12. 

Institute. 

See  DEED  3. 
"    WILL  10. 

Insurance,  Fire — mtertm  Beceipt-Dcserlptlan  of  premises  in  p*llej— 
Anthorlty  of  ntrcnt. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1871,  the  plaintiffs  (respondents)  applied  to  the 
defendants  (appellants)  through  their  agent  H.,  at  Hamilton,  for  an  insur- 
ance on  goods  to  the  amount  of  $6,000,  contained  in  a  store  on  the  south  side 
of  King  street,  described  in  thv^  application  as  No.  272  in  defendants'  special 
tariff  book,  and  marked  No.  1  on  a  diagram  endorsed  in  pencil  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  company  at  Montreal ;  this  diagram  being  a  copy  of  the  diagram 
on  a  previous  application  for  policy  by  insured.  The  premium  was  fixed  at 
C2^  cents  on  the  $100,  and  was  paid  on  the  10th  of  August.  On  the  said  10th 
of  August  the  plaintiffs  gave  a  written  notice  to  H.  that  they  had  added  two 
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flats  next  door  to  their  form<>"  premises  (which  would  form  part  of  Na  273 
in  defendants'  special  tariff  oook),  and  that  part  of  their  stock  was  then  in 
these  new  flats.  A  few  days  later  H.  inspected  the  building,  and  said  tha 
rate  would  have  to  be  increased  in  consequence  of  the  cuttings.  On  the  29th 
of  August,  H.  notifled  defendants  of  the  opening  into  the  at^oining  building, 
but  did  not  communicate  the  written  notice  in  its  entirety.  An  increased 
rate,  making  it  one  per  cent.,  was  flxed,  and  paid  by  the  23rd  September, 
the  agent  issuing  an  interim  receipt,  dated  back  the  9th  of  Au^^ust,  for  the 
full  premium.  The  policy  issued  immediately  thereafter,  dated  as  of  the  9th 
of  August,  describing  the  premises  substantially  as  in  the  apclication  of  the 
9th  of  August,  and  referring  to  the  diagram  endorsed  on  the  application  of 
the  insured,  S.  T .,  272.  On  the  policy  there  was  an  N.  B.  in  reference  to  "an 
opening  in  the  east  end  gable  of  the  premises,  through  which  communication 
is  had  with  the  ac^oining  house  occupied  by  one  ■■"    The  policy  was 

handed  to  the  plaintiff's  in  September,  1871,  and  the  Ions  by  fire  occurred  in 
March,  1872. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  in  thi  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the 
policy,  but  failed  on  the  express  ground  that  the  des'^ription  therein  did  not 
extend  to  nor  cover  goods  which  were  i*-  the  added  flats. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  to  reform  the  policy  or  restrain 
the  defendants  from  pleading  in  the  action  at  law  that  the  policy  covered 
'        only  goods  contained  in  S.  T.,  No.  272. 

Held,  per  Richards  C.J.  and  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.,  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  application,  written  notice  and  interim  receipt,  read  together, 
established  a  contract  of  insurance  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants, 
embracing  the  goods  situated  in  the  flats  added  by  plaintiffs,  and  that  not- 
withstanding the  acceptance  of  a  policy  which  did  not  cover  goods  in  the 
added  flats,  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  for  the  loss  sustained  in  respect 
of  the  goods  contained  in  such  added  flats. 

Per  Ritchie,  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ.,  that  the  evidence  did  not  estab- 
lish an  application  for  insurance  on  the  goods  in  the  added  flats,  nor  an 
agreement  for  such  insurance  by  the  agent,  but  that  the  application,  interim 
receipt  and  agreement  were  confined  to  tho  goods  in  the  premises,  S.T.,Xo. 
272. 

The  court  being  equally  divided  the  appeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Tlie  L.  and  L.  and  Globe  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wyld.-1, 60i 

2.   Minl'epreHeiitAtion  as  to  Hitastlon  of  risk —Survey  made  by  asent. 

C.  M.,  appellants'  agent,  solicited  and  prevailed  on  T.  S.  to  insure  bis 
premises  with  the  appellants.  Previously  he  had  examined  the  premises  to 
be  insured,  and  on  the  22nd  April,  1874,  T.  S.  signed  the  application  which 
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C.  M.  bad  caused  to  be  filled  up,  and  upon  the  back  of  which  was  a  diagram 
purporting  to  represent  the  exact  situation  of  the  building  in  relation  to 
adjoining  buildings.  T.  S.  stated  at  the  time  of  signing  the  application  that 
the  distances  put  down  in  the  diagram  were  not  accurate.  C.  M.  promised 
he  would  go  to  the  property  and  make  an  accurate  measurement  of  the 
distances.  By  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  it  was  provided,  that  if  an 
agent  should  fill  up  the  application,  he  should  be  deemed  to  be  the  agent 
for  that  purpose  of  the  insured  and  not  of  the  company,  but  the  company 
will  be  responsible  for  all  surveys  made  by  their  agents  personally. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal,  that 
with  respect  to  the  survey,  description  and  diagram  the  assured  was  dealing 
with  C.  M.,  not  as  his  agent,  but  as  the  agent  of  the  company,  and  that  there- 
fore any  inaccuracy,  omissions  or  errors  therein  were  those  of  the  agent  of 
the  company,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  deputed  authority,  and  not  of 
the  assured. 

Hastings  Matnal  Fire  Insarance  Co>  v.  Shannon.-  ii.  395. 

3t  MliMtatement  mm   to  encnmbraneeH— InuiilalbllKy  of  policy— 86  seie.  ch. 
44.  Se  Tie.  Ont. 

The  appellants  issued  to  the  respondents,  in  consideration  of  |1^,  a 
policy  of  insurance  to  the  amount  of  $3,000,  as  follows,  viz. :  $1,000  on  their 
building,  and  $2,000  on  the  stock.  In  the  respondents'  application,  which 
had  been  signed  in  blank  and  delivered  .^tO  the  person  through  whose  instru- 
mentality the  policy  was  effected,  it  was  stated  that  there  were  no  encimi- 
brances  on  the  property,  although  there  were  several  mortgages.  It  was 
also  proved  that  after  the  issuing  of  the  policy  the  respondents  effected  a 
further  encumbrance  on  the  land,  but  did  not  notify  defendants.  The  policy 
was  made  subject  to  36  Vic.  ch.  44,  O.  The  proviso  (since  repealed  by  39 
Vic,  ch.  7,)  to  sec.  36  declared,  "  That  the  concealment  of  any  encumbrances 
on  the  insured  property,  or  on  the  land  on  which  it  may  be  situate,  *  * 
shall  render  the  policy  void,  and  no  claim  for  loss  shall  be  recoverable  there- 
under, unless  the  board  of  directors  shall  see  fit  in  their  discretion  to  waive 
the  defect."  One  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  provided  that  the 
policy  should  be  made  void  by  the  omission  to  make  known  any  fact  material 
to  the  risk.  On  an  action  upon  the  policy  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
refused  to  set  aside  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  appellants,  but  on  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal  for  Ontario  it  was  held  that  the  policy  was 
divisible  and  that  respondents  were  entitled  to  recover  the  insurance  on  the 
stock. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  contract  of  insurance  on  the  building  and  on 
the  stock  was  entire  and  indivisible,  and  that  the  misrepresentations  as  to 
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encumbrances,  by  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  as  well  as  by  the  36  sec.  of  36 
Vie.  oh.  44  0.,  rendered  the  policy  wholly  void. 

The  Gore  District  Hntaal  Fire  Insuraice  Co.  v.  8amo.-ll.  411, 

4i  Trust  Asalsmnent-OondSUona  of  Policy— Notice  to  acent-Loas  |»ayable 
to  Crcdltoni— Blybt  of  action. 

The  appellant,  being  indebted  to  certain  persons  and  desiring  to  have 
his  stock  of  goods  iiuured,  applied  to  the  agents  of  respondents  for  insur- 
ance to  the  amount  of  $2,000  for  three  months,  "  loss  if  any  to  be  payable  to 
his  creditors  of  whom  O.  MoK.  is  one  and  McM.  &  Co.  are  second."  An 
interim  receipt  was  issued  by  the  company,  dated  19th  November,  1877, 
which  stated  the  insurance  to  be  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  and 
endorsed  upon  the  printed  form  of  policy  in  use  by  the  company,  one  of 
which  conditions  (No.  4)  stated,  that  if  the  property  insured  should  be 
assigned  without  a  written  permission  endorsed  on  the  policy  by  an  agent 
of  the  company  duly  authorized  for  such  purpose,  the  policy  should  be  void. 
On  the  28th  November  the  appellant  transferred  the  insured  property  to 
the  said  Qt.  McK.,  in  trust  tor  his  creditors,  the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  payable 
to  himself.  The  agent  of  the  company  was  notified  of  this  transfer  and 
assented  to  it,  stating  that  no  notice  to  the  oompany  was  necessary,  the 
policy  being  made  payable  to  the  creditors.  The  property  was  destroyed 
by  fire  on  the  15th  January,  1878.  The  policy  sued  upon  was  dated  the  12th 
December,  1877,  but  was  not  delivered  until  the  morning  after  the  fire.  By 
it  the  loss  was  made  "  payable  to  G.  McM.  and  McM.  &  Co.  and  others  as 
creditors,  as  their  Interests  may  appear."  After  the  fire  the  inspector  of 
the  company  wrote  twice  to  MoK.  calling  for  proof  of  loss. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  lor  Ontario,  that 
the  notice  of  the  trust  assignment  to  the  company's  agent  was  sufficient, 
that  the  oompany  must  be  considered  as  having  assented  to  such  assign- 
ment, and  as  having  executed  the  policy  with  fall  knowledge  of  it ;  and  that 
such  assignment  was  not  one  contemplated  by  the  condition  of  the  policy. 

2.  That  the  words  "loss  payable,  if  any,  to  G.  McE.,  &o.,"  operated  to 

enable  the  respondents,  in  fulfilment  of^  that  covenant,  to  pay  the  parties 

named ;  but  as  they  had  not  paid  them,  and  the  policy  expressly  stated  the 

appellant  to  be  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  and  the  respondents' 

covenant  was  made,  the  action  for  a  breach  of  that  covenant  was  properly 

brought  by  him  alone. 

McQueen  t.  The  fliwiilx  Mat.  F.  Ins.  Oo.-lv,  660. 

5.     Hntnal  InsarMicc  CJomyany-IJiiirorni  conditions  Act,  B.  S.  O.  ch.  163, 
not  applicable  to  mntnat  Insurance  companies— Action  premature. 

Appellants,  a  mutual  insurance  oompany,  issued  in  favor  of  J.  F.,  a 
policy  "if  insurance,  insuring  him  against  loss  by  fire  on  a  general  stock  of 
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goods  in  a  country  store,  and  under  the  terms  of  the  policy,  the  losses  were 
only  to  be  paid  within  three  months,  after  due  notice  given  by  the  insured, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  36  Vic.  ch.  44,  sec.  52  0.,  now  R.S.O.,  oh. 
161,  sec.  56,  which  provides  that,  in  cape  of  loss  or  damage  the  member  shall 
give  notice  to  the  secretary  forthwith,  and  the  proofs,  declarations,  evidence, 
and  examinations,  called  for  by  or  under  the  policy,  must  be  furnished  to 
the  company  within  thirty  days  after  said  loss,  and  upon  receipt  of  notice 
and  proof  of  claim  as  aforesaid,  the  board  of  directors  shall  ascertain  and 
determine  the  amoimt  of  such  loss  or  damage,  and  such  amount  shall  be 
payable  in  three  months  after  receipt  by  the  company  of  such  proofs.  A 
fire  occurred  on  the  21st  May,  1877.  On  the  next  morning  J.  F.  advised  the 
insurance  company  by  telegraph.  On  the  29th  June,  1877,  the  secretary 
of  the  Company  wrote  to  J.  Fs.  attorneys,  that  if  he  had  any  claim  he  had 
better  send  in  the  papers,  so  that  they  might  be  submitted  to  the  board.  On 
the  3rd  July.  1877,  J.  F.  furnished  the  company  with  the  claim  papers,  or 
proofs  of  loss,  and  the  1 3th  July  he  was  advised  that,  after  an  examination 
of  the  papers  at  the  board  meeting,  it  was  resolved  that  the  claim  should 
not  be  paid.  On  the  23rd  of  August,  1877,  J.  F.  brought  this  action  upon 
the  policy.  The  appellants  pleaded  inter  alia  that  the  policy  was  made  and 
issued  subject  to  a  condition,  that  the  loss  should  not  be  payable  until  three 
months  after  the  receipt  by  the  defendants  of  the  proofs  of  such  loss,  to  be 
furnished  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants ;  and  averred  the  delivery  of  the 
proofs  on  the  3rd  July,  1877,  and  that  less  than  three  months  elapsed  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit.  * 

Held,  on  appeal,  1st.  That  a  policy  issued  by  a  mutual  insurance  com- 
pany is  not  subject  to  the  Uniform  Conditions  Act,  R.  S.  0.,  ch.  162. 

2nd.  That  the  appellant  company  under  the  policy  were  entitled  to 
three  months  from  the  date  ot  the  furnishing  of  claim  papers  before  being 
subject  to  an  action,  and  that  theref'  re  respondent's  action  had  been  pre- 
maturely brought.  Ballagh  v.  The  x  al  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Company 
(5  Ont.  App.  R.  87)  approved. 

The  Mntual  Fire  InsaraneeCo.  of  the  Ooaaty  of  Wellington  T.Frey.— t,  82. 

V.    SalMieqaeiit  and  farther  insurance— Habstltatefl  policy. 

The  appellants  sued  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  made  by  the  respon- 
dents on  the  28th  April,  1877.  On  the  face  of  the  policy  it  appeared  that 
there  was  "  further  insurance,  $8,000,"  and  the  policy  had  endorsed  upon  it 
the  following  condition,  being  statutory  condition  No.  8,  B.  S.  0.,  ch.  162  : 
"  The  company  is  not  liable  for  loss  if  there  is  any  prior  insurance  in  any 
other  company,  unless  the  company's  assent  thereto  appears  herein  or  is 
endorsed  hereon,  nor  if  vaj  subsequent  insurance  is  effected  in  any  other 
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company,  unless  and  until  the  company  assent  thereto  by  writing  signed  by 
a  duly  authorized  agent."  Among  the  insurances,  which  formed  a  portion 
of  the  "  further  insurance  "  for  $8,000  mentioned  in  the  policy,  was  one  for 
$2,000  in  the  Western  Insurance  Company,  which  appellant  allowed  to 
expire,  substituting  a  policy  for  the  same  amount  in  the  Queen  Insurance 
Company,  without  having  obtained  the  consent  of,  or  notified  the  respon- 
dents. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  condition  aa 
to  subsequent  insurance  must  be  construed  to  point  to  further  insurance 
beyond  the  amount  allowed  by  the  policy,  and  not  to  a  policy  substituted  for 
one  of  like  amount  allowed  to  lapse,  and  therefore  the  policy  sued  upon  wu 
not  avoided  by  the  non-oommunication  of  the  $2,000  insurance  in  the  Queen 
Insurance  Company. 

Parsons  t.  Tbe  BtandArd  Fire  Inanraiice  Companjr.— v.  SSI. 

7.  Insnroble  Interest— Ad vanees  made  to  build  a  vemel. 

C.  made  advances  to  B.  upon  a  vessel,  then  in  course  of  construction, 
upon  the  faith  of  a  verbal  agreement  with  B.,  that  after  the  vessel  should 
be  launched,  she  should  be  placed  in  his  hands  for  sale,  and  that  out  of  the 
proceeds  the  advances  so  made  should  be  paid.  When  vessel  was  well 
advanced  C.  disclosed  the  facts  and  nature  of  his  interest  to  the  agent  of  the 
respondent's  company,  and  the  company  isued  a  policy  of  insurance  against 
loss  by  fire  to  C.  in  the  sum  of  $3,000.  The  vessel  was  still  unfinished,  and 
in  B.'s  possession  when  she  was  burned. 
«  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  G.'s  interest, 

relating  as  it  did  to  a  specific  chattel,  was  an  equitable  interest  which  wu 
insurable,  and  therefore  C.  was  entitled  to  recover. 

Clarke  v.  Tbe  Scottish  Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.— Iv.  192. 

8.  Insurable  Interest— Transfer  of— Art.  9489  C.C.I<.C. 

The  appellants  granted  a  fire  policy  to  one  T.  on  divers  buildings  and 
their  contents  for  $3,280.  In  his  written  application  T.  represented  that  he 
was  the  owner  of  the  premises,  while  he  had  previously  sold  them  to  S.,  the 
respondent,  subject  to  a  right  of  redemption,  which  right  T.,  at  the  time  of 
the  application,  had  availed  himself  of  by  paying  back  to  S.  a  part  of  the 
money  advanced,  leaving  still  due  to  S.  a  sum  of  $1,510.  Subsequent  to  the 
application,  and  after  some  correspondence,  the  respective  interests  of  T. 
and  8.  in  the  property  were  fully  explained  to  the  appellants  through  their 
agents.  Thereupon  a  transfer  for — (the  amount  being  in  blank)  was  made 
to  S.  by  T.  and  accepted  by  the  appellants.  The  action  was  for  $3,280,  the 
amount  of  insurance  on  the  building  and  effects. 
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Heldt  that  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  insurance  T.  had  an  insur- 
able interest  in  the  property,  and  as  the  appellants  had  accepted  the  trans- 
fer made  by  T.  to  S.,  which  was  intended  by  all  parties  to  be  for  $1,50(),  the 
amount  then  due  by  T.  to  S.,  the  latter  was  entitled  to  recover  the  said  sum 
of  $1,500. 

2nd.  That  S.  having  no  insurable  interest  in  the  moveables,  the  transfer 
made  to  him  by  T.  was  not  sufficient  to  vest  in  him  T.'s  rights  under  the 
policy  with  regard  to  said  moveables.    Art.  2482. 

The  Ottawa  Agricoltoral  Insurance  Company  v-  Sberldan.— v.  15T. 

9.  loBTirable  interest. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  2. 

10.  CzlstiiiK  Insaranee— Motlce  to  agent— Application  and  Policy. 

The  plaintiff,  desiring  to  effect  further  insurance  for  two  months  on  cer- 
tain machinery,  applied  to  defendants'  company,  through  one  S.,  their  agent 
at  D.,  authorized  to  receive  applications,  accept  premiums  and  issue  interim 
receipts,  valid  only  for  thirty  days.  He  informed  S.  that  there  were  other 
insurances  on  the  property,  but  not  knowing  the  amount  that  there  was  in 
the  Gore  Mutual,  requested  him  to  ascertain  it,  and  signed  the  application 
partly  in  blank,  paid  the  premium  and  obtained  an  interim  receipt,  valid  ■ 
only  for  thirty  days.  S.  failed  to  do  what  he  promised  to  do,  and  what  plain- 
tiff  had  entrusted  him  to  do,  and  forwarded  the  application  to  the  head  office 
at  T.,  making  no  mention  of  the  insurance  in  the  Gk>re  Mutual.  The  com- 
pany accepted  the  risk,  and,  in  accordance  with  their  practice,  where  the 
risk  extended  only  over  a  short  period,  instead  of  a  formal  policy,  they  issued  , 
a  certificate,  which  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  insured  subject  to  all  the 
conditions  of  the  company's  policies,  of  which  he  admitted  cognizance,  and 
that  in  the  event  of  loss  it  would  be  replaced  by  a  policy.  The  machinery 
was  subsequently  destroyed  by  fire,  after  the  thirty  days,  but  within  the  two 
months,  and  a  policy  was  thereupon  issued,  endorsed  with  the  ordinary  con- 
ditions, one  of  which  was  that  notices  of  all  previous  insurances  should  be 
given  to  the  company  and  endorsed  on  the  policy,  or  otherwise  acknowledged 
by  them  in  writing,  or  the  policy  should  be  of  no  effect ;  and  another  was, 
that  all  notices  for  any  purpose  must  be  in  writing.  The  insurance  in  the 
Ck)re  Mutual  was  not  endorsed  on  the  policy. 

Held,  that  as  the  application  in  writing. did  not  contain  a  full  and  truth- 
ful statement  of  previous  insurances,  the  verbal  notice  to  the  agent  of  the 
existing  policy  in  the  Gore  Mutual,  without  stating  the  amount,  was  inopera- 
tive to  bind  the  company ;  the  plaintiff'  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  policy 
reformed  by  the  endorsement  of  the  Qore  Mutual  policy  thereon,  and  could 

not  recover. 

QiUlnston  V.  Prof  inclal  Insurance  Co.— il,  189. 
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11>  Interim  receipts— Ayenta,  powers  of. 

This  was  an  action  brought  on  an  interim  receipt,  signed  by  one  S.,  an 
agent  for  the  respondent  company  at  L.  One  of  the  pleas  was  that  S.  wu 
not  respondent's  duly  authorized  agent,  fts  alleged.  The  general  managers 
of  the  company  for  the  Province  of  Ontario  had  appointed,  by  a  letter,  signed 
by  them  both,  one  W.  as  general  agent  for  the  city  of  L.  S.,  the  person  by 
whom  the  interim  receipt  in  the  present  case  was  signed,  was  employed  by 
W.  to  solicit  applications,  but  had  no  authority  from,  or  correspondence 
with,  the  head  office  of  the  company.  In  his  evidence  S.  said  he  was  author- 
ized by  W.  to  sign  interim  receipts,  and  the  jury  found  he  was  so  authorized. 
He  also  stated  that  Wt  one  of  the  joint  general  managers,  was  informed 
that  he  (S.)  issued  interim  receipts,  and  tliat  the  former  said  he  was  to  be 
considered  as  W.'s  agent.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  other  general 
manager  knew  what  capacity  S.  was  acting  in. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  thatW. 
had  no  power  to  delegate  his  functions,  and  that  S.  had  no  authority  to  bind 
the  respondent  company. 

Per  Strong  J. — That  the  general  agents,  being  joint  agents,  could  only 
,     bind  the  respondent  company  by  their  joint  concurrent  acts  ;  the  appoint- 
ment of  S.  as  agent  by  Wt,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  other  general 
manager,  would  have  been  insufficient. 

Summers  t.  The  Commercial  Union  Insurance  Vo  — t1.  19. 

12.  Action  for  calls  against  shareholder  in. 

See  CORPORATIONS  9. 

13.  Jarisdiotion  of  Local  Legislature  over  sabjeot-matter  of. 

See  LEGISLATURE  5. 

14.  Fire  Inanrance  Pol lejr— Termination  by  Company— Surrender— Watver- 
Eetoppel— Hneband  and  wife— Insurable  Interest  In  wife's  property- 
Tenant  for  life -Damages  -Practice -Parties— Strlklnc  out  name  of  wife 
Joined  as  co-plalntlflT. 

A.  effected  insurance  on  C.'s  property,  on  which  he  held  a  mortgage, 
under  authority  from  and  in  the  name  of  C,  with  loss  payable  to  himself. 
During  the  continuance  of  the  policy  the  company  notified  A.  that  the  insur- 
ance would  be  terminated,  and  advised  him  to  insure  elsewhere.  Such 
notice  also  stated  that  unearned  premiums  would  be  returned,  but  no  pay- 
ment or  tender  of  same  was  made  according  to  conditions  of  policy.  A.  took 
policy  to  agent  of  insurers,  who  was  also  agent  of  the  W.  Ins.  Co.,  and  left  it 
with  him,  directing  him  to  put  risk  in  latter  company.  No  receipt  was  given, 
and  property  was  destroyed  by  fire  immediately  after.  Company  resisted 
payment  on  the  ground  that  policy  was  surrendered,  and  contended  on  the 
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trial,  in  addition,  that  C.  had  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  property  by 
giving  a  deed  to  one  B.  who  had  re-oonveyed  to  C.'s  wifi,  and  that  proper 
proofs  of  loss  had  not  boen  given,  claiming,  in  reply  to  a  plea  of  waiver  in 
regard  to  such  proofs,  that  such  waiver  should  have  been  in  writing,  accord- 
ing to  a  condition  in  the  policy..  They  had  refused  to  return  policy  on 
demand. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Foumier  J.  dissenting, 
that  C  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  los8,  as 
the  husband  of  the  owner  in  fee  and  tenant  by  the  courtesy  initiate,  and 
having  had  also  an  insurable  interest  when  the  insurance  was  effected,  the 
policy  was  not  avoided  by  the  deed  to  B. 

That  the  company,  by  wrongfully  witholding  the  policy,  were  estopped 
from  claiming  that  proofs  of  loss  had  not  been  given  according  to  endorsed 
condition,  and  were  equally  estopped  from  setting  up  the  condition  requiring 
waiver  of  such  proofs  to  be  in  writing,  if  such  condition  applied  to  waiver  of 
proofs  of  loss. 

That  the  measure  of  damages  recoverable  by  tenant  for  life  of  the 
insured  premises  is  the  lull  value  of  such  premises  to  the  extent  of  the  sum 
insured. 

Per  Foumier  J.  dissenting,  that  the  sending  of  the  circular  by  the  com- 
pany, and  compliance  with  its  terms  by  the  assured  in  giving  up  the  policy 
to  the  company's  agent,  was  a  surrender  of  said  policy,  and  plaintiff  there- 
fore could  not  recover. 

Under  the  practice  in  Nova  Scotia  where  the  wife  is  improperly  joined 
as  co-plaintiff  with  the  husband  the  suit  does  not  abate,  but  the  wife's  name 
must  be  struck  out  of  the  record  and  the  case  determined  as  ii  brought  by 
the  husband  alone. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Caldwell  t.  The  8tadacona  Fire  and  Life  Ins.  Co.— 12th  January,  1S88. 

15.  Appeal— New  trial  ordered  bjr  court  below—^necittons  oflaw-Insar- 
anee  policy— Inttnrable  Interest— Special  condition -Bcnewal-Keweon« 
tract. 

J.,  the  manager  of  appellants  firm,  insured  the  stock  of  one  S.,  a  debtor 
to  the  firm,  in  the  name  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  appellant.  At  the  time 
of  effecting  such  insurance  J.  represented  appellant  to  be  mortgagee  of  the 
stock  of  S.  S.  became  insolvent,  and  J.  was  appointed  creditor's  assignee, 
and  the  property  of  the  insolvent  was  conveyed  to  him  by  the  official 
assignee.  On  March  8th,  1876,  S.  made  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  stock  to  J.,  hav- 
ing effected  a  composition  with  his  creditors  under  the  insolvent  Act  of 
1875,  but  not  having  had  the  same  confirmed  by  the  court.  The  insurance 
policy  was  renewed  OQ  August  5th,  1876,  one  year  after  its  issue.     On 
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January  12th,  1877,  the  bill  of  beIo  to  J.  was  discharged  and  a  new  bill  of 
sale  given  by  S.  to  the  appellant,  who  claimed  that  the  former  had  been 
taken  by  J.  as  his  agent,  and  the  execution  of  the  latter  was  merely  carry- 
ing out  the  original  intention  of  the  parties.  The  atook  was  destroyed  by 
fire  on  March  8th,  1877.  An  action  having  been  brought  on  the  policy  it 
was  tried  before  Smith  J.  without  a  Jury,  and  a  verdict  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff*.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  set  aside  this  verdict,  and 
ordered  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  no  insurable  interest  in 
the  property  when  insurance  was  effected,  and  that  no  interest  subsequently 
acquired  would  entitle  him  to  maintain  the  action. 

One  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  was  "  that  all  insurances,  whether 
original  or  renewed,  shall  be  considered  a.s  made  under  the  original  repre- 
sentation, in  so  far  as  it  may  not  be  varied  by  a  new  repr<>sentation  in  writ- 
ing, which  in  all  cases  it  shall  he  incumbent  on  the  party  insured  to  make 
when  the  risk  has  been  changed,  either  within  itself,  or  by  the  surrounding 
or  a(^acent  buildings." 

On  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  1.  That  the  appetl 
should  be  heard.  Eureka  Woollen  Mills  Company  v.  MosSf  (11  Can.  S.  C.  R 
91)  approved  and  distinguished. 

2.  That  the  appellant  having  had  no  insurable  interest  when  the  vamt- 
ance  was  effected,  the  subsequently  acquired  interest  gave  him  no  claim  to 
'  the  benefit  of  the  policy,  the  renewal  of  the  existing  policy  being  merely  s 
continuance  of  the  original  contract. 

Howard  v.  The  Lancaslitre  Insurance  Company—xl,  9i. 

lo>  Condition  In  polley— !Vot  to  ssulvn  without  written  conitent  of  vompaar 
—Breach  of  condition— Chattel  morturave. 

Appeal,  by  consent,  from  the  decree  of  Mr.  Justice  Palmer,  Judge  in 
Equity  for  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  in  favor  of  the  respondent  (plain- 
tiff below).  The  firm  of  Peters  &  Sutherland,  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  N.  B., 
effected  an  insurance  for  the  sum  of  $2,000  with  the  Sovereign  Fire  In3U^ 
ance  Company  on  their  stock  of  boots  and  shoes  in  the  premises  in  which 
'  they  did  business.  Not  long  after,  the  said  Peters  &  Sutherland  executed  a 
chattel  mortgage  on  their  stock,  of  boots  and  shoes,  being  the  property 
covered  by  the  said  insurance,  in  favor  of  Charles  H.  Peters,  the  respondent, 
who  allowed  them  to  remain  in  possession  of  and  sell  the  said  stock.  While 
the  said  mortgage  was  outstanding,  the  said  stock  was  destroyed  by  fire,  and 
the  company  refused  .to  pay  the  insurance  thereon,  on  the  ground  that  the 
chattel  mortgage  was  a  breach  of  the  following  condition  in  the  policy :  "  If 
the  property  insured  is  assigned  without  thr  written  consent  of  the  company 
at  the  head  ofiSoe  endorsed  hereon,  signed  by  the  secretary  or  assistant 
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secretary  of  the  company,  this  policy  shall  thereby  liecoiue  void,  and  all  lia* 
bility  of  the  company  shall  thenceforth  cease." 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  a  chattel  mort- 
gage of  the  property  insured  was  not  an  assignment  within  the  moaning  of 
such  condition. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

8orerelKn  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  Cnn-  v.  Peter8.»>8th  March,  1886. 

17.  Condition  In  polk'y    i.omn  by  oxploHlon— Lonn  by  Hre  CMUHcd  by  exploNlon 
-exemption  from  llnblllty. 

^  A  policy  of  inHurance  against  fire  contained  a  condition  that  "  the  com- 

pany will  make  good  loss  caused  by  the  explosion  of  coal  gas  in  a  building 
not  forming  part  of  gas  works,  and  loss  by  fire  caused  by  any  other  explosion, 
or  by  lightning."  A  loss  occurred  by  the  dropping  of  a  match  into  a  keg  of 
gunpowder  on  the  premises  insured,  the  damage  being  partly  ocoaaioned  by 
the  explosion  of  the  gunpowder,  and  partly  by  the  gunpowder  setting  fire  to 
the  stock  insured.  The  company  admitted  their  liability  for  the  damage 
caused  by  tire,  but  not  for  th'vt  caused  by  the  explosion. 

Held,  reversing  thejudgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  (11  Ont. 
App.  R.  741)  Taschereau  |T.  dubifan/e,  that  the  company  were  not  exempt  by 
the  condition  in  the  policy  from  liability  for  damage  caused  by  the  explosion. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Hobbs  T.  The  Northern  Assiiraiice  Company .—Mh  April,  1886. 
Hobbs  V.  The  Gaardlan  Assurance  Company.  " 

Insurance,  Tjife~-Mistnke  ■•  to  nmonnt  iUNnred— Premlnm-PMrol  evid- 
enee. 

Action  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  the 
appellants  for  the  sum  of  $2,000,  payable  at  the  death  of  the  respondent,  or 
at  the  expiration  of  eight  years,  if  he  should  live  till  that  time.  The  premium 
mentioned  in  the  policy  was  the  sum  of  $163.44,  to  be  paid  annually,  partly 
in  cash  and  partly  by  the  respondent's  notes.  The  appellants  by  their  plea 
alleged  that  the  insurance  had  been  effected  for  $1,000  only,  and  that  the 
policy  bad  by  mistake  been  issued  for  $2,000 ;  that  as  soon  as  the  mibtake 
had  been  discovered  they  had  offered  a  policy  for  $1,000,  and  that  previous 
to  the  institution  of  the  action  they  had  tendered  to  the  respondent  the  sum 
of  $832.97,  being  the  amount  due,  which  sum,  with  $25.15  for  costs'  (which 
had  not  been  tendered)  they  brought  into  court.  .Since  October,  1^69,  when 
a  new  policy  was  offered,  the  premiums  were  paid  by  the  respondent  and 
accepted  by  the  appellants,  under  an  agreement  that  their  rights  would  not 
thereby  be  prejudiced,  and  that  they  would  abide  by  the  decision  of  the 
,  courts  of  justice  to  be  obtained  after  the  insurance  should  have  become  due 
and  payable.    Parol  evidence  was  given  to  show  how  the  mistake  occurred, 
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and  it  wan  establiHhed  that  the  promium  paid  woh  in  accordanro  with  the 
company's  rates  for  «  $1,000  policy. 

Held,  that  the  insuratioo  effected  was  for  $1,000  nnly  and  thi.t  the  policy 
had  by  mistake  been  issued  for  $2,000. 

The  iKtna  Life  Insurance  Co.  t.  B  'odle.— t,  1. 

2>     Pollrx— S7  VIr.  rh.  85  Ont.— Wnnt  of  Hval-Frand—PlendluK*— Power  vT 
courts  of  equity. 

The  seventh  section  of  the  statute  incorporating  the  appell  ints  (37  Vio. 
ch.  85  Ont.)  after  specifying  the  powers  of  the  directors,  enact  aa  follonri : 
*'  but  no  contract  shall  be  valid  unlesH  made  under  the  seal  of'  he  company, 
and  signed  by  the  president  or  vice-president,  or  one  of  the  <  ll-ectors,  and 
countersigned  by  the  manager,  except  the  interim  receipt  of  che  company, 
which  shall  be  binding  upon  the  company  on  such  conditions  as  may  there- 
on be  printed  by  direction  of  the  board." 

J.  E.  W.  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  p  }licy  issued  by 
the  appellants  in  favor  of  her  father. 

The  policy  sued  on  was  on  a  printed  form  and  had  the  a  ^testation :  "  In 
witness  whereof,  The  London  Life  Insurance  Company,  o  '  London,  Ont., 
have  caused  these  presents  to  be  signed  by  its  president,  md  attested  by 
its  secretary,  and  delivered  at  the  head  office  in  the  city  of  London,  ice." 

To  a  plea  that  the  policy  sued  on  was  not  sealed,  and  tfa  irefore  not  bind- 
ing upon  the  appellants,  the  plaintiff  replied  on  equitable  ;rounds,  alleging 
that  the  defendants  accepted  the  deceased's  application  fc  r  insurance,  and 
that  the  policy  was  issued  and  acted  upon  by  all  as  a  vali  i  policy,  but  the 
seal  was  inadvertently  omited  to  be  affixed,  and  claiminj  that  the  defen- 
dants should  be  estopped  from  setting  up  the  absence  of  th  seal,  or  ordered 
to  affix  it. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgm(>nt  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  setting 
up  of  "the  want  of  a  seal,"  as  a  defence,  was  a  fraud  which  t  court  of  equity 
could  not  refuse  to  interfere  to  prevent,  without  ignoring  :  »  functions  and 
its  duty  to  prevent  and  redress  all  fraud  whenever  and  in  w  latever  shape  it 
appears  ;  and  therefore  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  as 
founded  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  her  equitable  replicatic  i.  (Ritchie  C.J. 
and  Taschereau  J.  dissenting.) 

London  Life  Insurance  Company  v.  Wrlsbt— v.  466' 

3       Insurablo  interest— Trannrer—Wafrer  policy— Payment   »r  premlnms. 

G.  applied  to  respondents'  agent  at  Quebec  for  an  ini  urance  on  his  life, 
and  having  undergone  medical  examination  and,  signed  ind  procured  the 
usual  papers,  which  were  forwarded  to  the  head  office  at  T  ew  York,  a  policy 
was  returned  Uf  the  agent  at  Quebec  for  delivery.    G.  wac  unable  to  pay  the 
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premium  for  some  time,  but  L,  at  the  request  of  tho  ngont  iit  Quebec,  who 
had  been  entrusted  with  a  blank,  executed  assignment  of  the  policy,  paid 
the  premium  and  took  the  assignment  to  himself.  Subsequently,  I.,  lissigned 
the  policy,  and  the  premiums  were  thenceforth  paid  by  the  assignee.  Prior 
to  O.'s  death,  the  general  agent  of  the  company  enquired  into  the  circum- 
stances and  authori/i>d  the  agent  at  Quebec  to  continue  to  receive  the  pre- 
miums from  the  asnignee.  j 

Held*  Gwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  lit  the  time  the  policy  was  executed  for 
0.,  he  intended  to  ntt'ect  a  bon/ijide  insurance  for  his  own  benefit,  and,  as  the 
contract  was  valid  in  its  inception,  the  payment  of  the  premium  when  miAe 
related  back  to  the  date  of  the  policy,  and  the  mere  circumstance  that  the 
assignee,  who  did  not  collude  with  G.  for  the  issue  of  the  policy,  had  paid 
the  premium  and  obtained  an  assignment,  did  not  make  it  a  wagering  policy. 
Veiina  v. The  New  York  Life  InHorance  Company— vi,  80. 

4.  Action  on  policy — New  trial — Setting  aside  voi'dict — S.  &  E.  C.  A. 
sees.  20,  22. 

See  JURISDICTION  20.  .       ' 

5.  Pollpjr,  delivery  of-Hot  oonnterslirned,  elTeet  of— Premlnm,  proof  of  pay* 
ment  of— Delivery  ol  policy  ln»ufliclent— Encrow. 

On  an  action  on  a  policy,  the  appellant  company  claimed  that  the  policy 
was  never  delivered,  and  tha^  the  premium  had  never  been  paid,  and  that 
it  was  not  a  perfected  contract  between  the  parties.  The  policy  was  sent 
from  Toronto  to  the  agent  at  Halifax,  to  receive  the  premium  and  counter- 
sign the  policy  and  deliver  it  to  the  party  entitled.  The  agent  never  counter- 
signed the  policy,  and  on  one  side  of  the  policy  the  following  memo,  was 

printed:  "This  policy  is  not  valid  unless  countersigned  by agent  at 

,  countersigned  this day  of  ..  Agent." 

The  agent,  in  his  evidence,  said  he  delivered  the  policy  to  W.  CD.  (the 
party  assuring)  not  countersigned  in  order  that  he  might  read  the  condi- 
tions, and  swore  the  premium  had  not  been  paid.  The  policy  was  found 
among  W.  O'D.'s  papers  after  his  death,  not  countersigned.  The  policy  was 
dated  1st  October,  1872,  and  the  first  prenoium  would  have  covered  the 
year  up  to  the  Ist  Octoljer,  1873.  W.  O'D.  died  the  10th  July,  1873.  The 
case  was  tried  beiore  McDonald  J.,  without  a  jury,  and  he  gave  judgment  in 
favor  of  respondent  for  $3,000,  the  amount  of  the  policy,  and  this  judgment 
was  confirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  Held,  Fournier  and 
Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  evidence  established  the  fact  that  the  policy 
had  not  been  delivered  to  the -assured  as  a  completed  inEti-ument,  and  there- 
fore the  company  was  not  liable. 
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Per  Gwynne  J That  the  instrument  was  delivered  as  an  escrow  to  the 

agent,  not  to  be  delivered  as  a  binding  policy  to  W.  O'D.  until  the  premium 
should  be  paid  and  until  the  agent  should  in  testimony  thereof  countersign 
the  policy,  and  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  divest  the  instrument 
of  its  original  character  of  an  escrow,  and  to  hold  the  defendants  bound  by 
the  instrument  as  one  completely  executed  and  delivered  as  their  deed. 

Confederation  Life  Association  of  Canada  v.  0'Donnell.-x,9S.' 

6.     Executor  or  adminlHtrator,  action  by-IiiNnrance    company,  agent  ef- 
•     Evidence,  admlMMlblllty  of— RevlNed  NtatuteN  of  31.  H.  eh.  96  hoc.  41. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  life  assurance.  The  detendants  alleged  in  one  of 
their  pleas  that  the  policy  was  never  delivered  to  the  assured,  or  to  anyone 
on  his  behalf.  F.  A.,  the  agent  of  the  company  was  called  as  a  witness  at 
the  trial,  and  on  being  questioned  as  to  conversations  between  himself  and 
the  assured,  the  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  rejected  by  the  judge  u 
inadmissible  under  the  Rev.  Statutes  of  N.  S.  ch.  96  sec.  41.  A  verdict  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff.  A  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  verdict  was  made 
absolute  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  (2  Russ.  &  Ches.  570). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  evidence  was  not  inadmissible  under  the 
statute  in  question,  and  should  not  have  been  withheld  from  the  jury. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Tlie  Confederation  Life  Association  of  Canada  v.  O'Donnell— 11  Feb.  1819. 

f  •   jlccldent  policy— Condition— Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
-  Practice— Extendinar  time  for  appeal  inir. 

The  plaintiff  (appellant)  brought  an  action  to  recover  upon  a  policy  of 

insurance  eftected  by  the  respondents  upon  the  life  of  her  deceased  husband, 

J.  N.,  who  met  his  death  during  the  currency  of  the  policy  from  being  run 

over  by  a  train  of  cars  upon  one  of  the  lines  of  the  Northern  Railway  through 

the'  company's  yard  at  Toronto.     In  answer  to  the  plaintifTs   claim  the 

respondents,  amongst  other  defences,  by  their  fourth  plea  invoked  a  con 

dition  to  which  the  policy  sued  on  was  subject,  to  wit : — '•  No  claim  shall  be 

made  under  this  policy  when  the  death  or  injury  may  have  have  happened 

in  consequence  of  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  hazard,  or 

•  perilous  adventure."    The  uncontradicted  evidence  was  that  the  deceased 

was  killed  by  t>.e  train  coming  against  the  vehicle  in  which  he  was  driving 

alone  on  a  dark  night  in  what  was  called  a  network  of  railway  tracks  in  the 

company's  station  yard  at  Toronto,  at  a  place  where  there  was  no  roadway 

for  carriages. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  (7  Ont.  App.  R.  570), 

that  the  undisputed  facts  established  by  the  plaintiff  shewed  "  that  the 
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deceased  came  to  his  death  in  oonsequenoe  of  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger,"  and  that,  therefore,  respondents  were  entitled  to  a 
non-suit.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

[In  this  case  the  Ck)urt  of  Appeal  of  Ontario  held  that  an  appeal  will 
not  lie  to  such  court  from  the  order  of  a  judge  of  that  court  extending  the 
time  for  appealing  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  See  9  Ont.  App.  R.  54.] 

KeiU  V.  Travellen'  Ins.  Co.-aSrd  June,  1884. 

Insurance,   Marine — warranty-"  YmmI  to  vo  oat  in  tow  "— Conatrno 
tlon  of. 

The  appellants  issued  a  marine  policy  of  insurance  at  Toronto,  dated 
the  28th  November,  1875,  insuring  in  favor  of  the  respondent  $3,000  upon  a 
cargo  of  wood  goods  laden  on  board  of  the  barque  "  Emigrant,"  on  a  voyage 
from  Quebec  to  Greenock.  The  policy  contained  the  following  clause : — "J. 
C,  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of  all  and 
every  other  person  and  persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may  or  shall  apper- 
tain, in  part  or  in  all,  doth  make  inburance  and  cause  three  thousand  dollars 
to  be  insured,  lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  Quebec  to  Greenock,  vessel  to  go 
out  in  tow."  The  vessel  was  towed  from  her  loading  berth  in  the  harbour 
into  the  middle  of  the  stream  near  Indian  Cove,  which  forms  part  of  the 
harbour  of  Quebec,  and  was  abandoned  with  cargo  by  reason  of  the  ice  four 
days  after  leaving  the  harbour  and  before  reaching  the  Traverse. 

Held,  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  words  "  from  Quebec 
to  Greenock,  vessel  to  go  out  in  tow,"  meant  that  she  was  to  go  out  in  tow 
from  the  limits  of  the  harbour  of  Quebec  on  said  voyagei,  and  the  towing 
from  the  loading  berth  to  another  part  of  the  harbour  was  not  a  compliance 
with  the  warranty. 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J. — ^The  question  in  this  case  was  not,  if  the  vessel  had 
gone  out  in  tow,  how  far  she  should  have  been  towed  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  warranty,  the  determination  of  this  latter  question  being  dependent 
on  several  considerations,  such  as  the  lateness  of  the  season,  the  direction 
and  force  of  the  wind,  and  the  state  of  the  weather,  and  possibly  the  usage 
and  custom  of  the  port  of  Quebec,  if  any  existed  in  relation  thereto. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — ^The  evidence  established  the  existence  of  a  usage  to 

tow  down  the  river  as  far  as  might  be  deemed  necessary,  having  regard  to 

the  state  of  the  wind  and  weather,  sometimes  beyond  the  Traverse,  but 

ordinarily  at  the  date  of  the  departure  of  the  plaintiff's  vessel  at  least  as  far 

as  the  Traverse. 

The  ProTlnelal  Im.  Co.  of  Guuda  t.  Goniolly.— t.  258. 

2.  Policy-Total  Ions— Sale  by  nuMtcr— Mottoe  of  abandonment. 

T.,  respondent,  was  the  owner  of  a  vessel  called  the  "  Susan,'-  insured  for 
|8'J0  under  a  valued  time  policy  of  noarine  insurance,  underwritten  by  G., 
•  14 
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the  appellant,  and  others.    The  vessel  was  stranded  and  sold,  and  T.  brought 

an  action  against  G.  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss.    From  the  evidence,  it 

appeared  that  the  vessel  stranded  on  the  6th  July,  1876,  near  Port  George, 

"'     in  the  County  of  Antigonish,  adjoining  the  Cotuity  of  Guysboro',  N.S.,  where 

'      the  owner  resided.    The  master  employed  surveyors,  and  on  their  recom- 

■■■  •     mendation,  confirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  master,  the  vessel  was  adrer- 

•  ■"''    tized  for  sale  on  the  following  day,  and  sold  on  the  11th  July  for  $105.    The 

^>.-v-   captain  did  not  give  any  notice  of  abandonment  and  did  not  endeavour  to 

,    get  off  the  vessel.    The  purchasers  immediately  got  the  vessel  oft,  &c,,  had 

'    her- made  tight,  and  taken  to  Fiotou,  and  repaired,  and  they  afterwards  used 

her  in  trading  and  carrying  passengers. 

IfeUl,  on  appeal,  that  the  sale  by  the  master  was  not  justifiable,  and  that 

the  evidence  failed  to  show  any  excuse  for  the  master  not  communicating 

with  his  owner  so  as  to  require  him  to  give  notice.of  abandonment,  if  he 

-    intended  to  rely  upon  the  loss  as  total. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — It  is  a  point  fairly  open  to  enquiry  in  ft  court  of  appeal, 

whether  or  not,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  inferences  drawn  from  the  erid- 

ence  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  case  without  a  jury,  were  the  reasonable  and 

proper  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts. 

Gallagher  t.  Taylor.— y,  S68. 

3.  Policy,  condition  in,  as  to  derault  in  payment  of  premlam,  effect  of- 
Preminm  note,  guarantee  of,  in  case  of  insolvency-Condition  pie- 
cedent— Heference  to  arbitration— Award,  effect  of. 

W.  et  al.  effected  in  A.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship. 
The  policy  among  other  clauses  contained  the  following :  "  In  case  the 
premium,  or  the  note,  or  other  obligp.tion  given  for  the  premium,  or  any 
part  thereof,  should  be  not  paid  when  due,  this  insurance  shall  be  void  at 
.  ^  and  from  such  default ;  but  the  full  amount  of  premium  shall  be  considered 
as  earned,  and  shall  be  payable,  and  the  insurer  shall  be  entitled  to  recover 
for  loss  or  damage*which  may  have  occurred  before  such  fault.  Should  the 
person  or  any  of  the  persons  liable  to  the  company  for  the  premium,  or  on 
.  any  note  or  obligation  given  therefor,  or  tmy  part  thereof,  fail  in  businew, 
or  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent  before  the  time  for  payment  has  arrived, 
this  insurance  shall  at  once  become  and  be  void,  unless  and  until  before  loes 
the  premium  be  paid  or  satisfactorily  secured  to  the  company."  There  wu 
also  in  the  policy  an  arbitration  clause,  by  which  arbitrators  were  to  decide 
any  difference  which  might  arise  between  the  company  and  the  insured 
"  as  to  the  loss  or  damage,  or  any  other  matter  relating  to  the  insurance," 
in  accwdance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy  and  the  Iaw8  of 
Canada,  and  the  obtaining  of  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators  was  to  be  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  maintaining  of  an  action  by  the  insured  against  the 
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company.  W.  et  al  gave  a  promissory  note  for  the  premium,  whioh  was  not 
yet  due  when  they  became  insolvent ;  and  C,  the  respondent  was  appointed 
assignee.  A  guarantee  was  then  given,  and  accepted  by  the  company  as  a 
satisfactory  security  for  the  premium.  The  note  became  due  ol  the  30th 
September,  1878,  and  was  not  paid,  but  remained  overdue  and  unpaid  at 
the  date  of  loss,  on  the  12th  October,  1878.  After  the  loss  the  matters  in 
dispute  arising  out  of  the  policy  were  submitted  to  three  arbitrators,  who 
awarded  $5,769.29.  An  action  was  then  brought  on  the  policy,  the  declara- 
tion containing  a  count  on  the  award.  •  ^'i '^ 

Held,  affirming  the  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  1 .  That  the 
premium  having,  on  the  insolvency  of  the  insured,  been  satisfactorily  guar- 
anteed to  the  company,  the  policy  was  thereby  kept  in  full  forcfe  and  effect , 
and  did  not  become  void  on  non-payment  of  the  premium  note  at  maturity. 
(Strong  J.  dissenting.)  i-i.';' 

2.  That  the  award  was  binding  on  the  company,  the  question  as  to  the 
payment  or  default  in  payihent  of  the  premium  being  a  diiierence  "  relat- 
ing to  the  insurance  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy,  and  the  award  not 
appearing  on  its  face  to  be  bad  from  any  mistake  of  law  or  otherwise. 

Anchor  Marine  Insurance  Co.  t.  Oorbett— Ix,  78. 

4.    Policy— Constrnction  of-Tradlnv  Toyagre— Insurable  Interest. 

The  respondents  (plaintiffs),  by  an  arrangement  with  if.,  who  had  ohar- 
tered  the  schooner  "Mabel  Claire"  for  a  trading  voyage  from  Nova  Scotia  to 
Labrador  and  back,  were  to  furnish  the  greater  part  of  the  cargo,  and  were 
to  have  complete  control  of  all  the  goods  put  on  board  the  vessel  until  it 
should  return,  when  the  return  cargo  was  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  plaintiffs, 
who- were  to  pay  themselves  for  their  advance,  and  pay  over  any  balance 
remaining  to  S.  and  others.  In  trading  on  the  voyage  S,  and  others  were 
not  to  dispose  of  any  goods  on  credit,  but  were  to  bring  back  such  goods  as 
they  could  not  dispose  of,  so  as  to  obtain  a  return  cargo  in  lieu  thereof.  Ihe 
plaintiffs  put  on  board  the  vessel  at  Halifax,  merchandise  to  an  amount 
exceeding  $6,0(X),  and  after  having  done  so  an^  upon  the  day  on  whioh  the 
vessel  sailed  from  Halifax,  effected  with  the  appellants  (defendants)  the 
policy  sued  upon,  and  an  extract  from  which  is  as  follows : — "  Rumsey,  John- 
son &  Co.  have  this  day  effected  an  insurance  to  the  extent  of  $2,(XX),  on  the 
undermentioned  property,  from  Halifax  to  Labrador  and  back  to  Halifax  on 
trading  voyage.  Time  not  to  exceed  four  (4)  months,  shipped  in  good  order 
and  well  conditioned  on  board  the  schooner  "  Mabel  Claire,"  whereof  Mouzar 
is  master,  this  present  voyage.  Loss,  if  any,  payable  to  Bumsey,  Johnson  & 
Co.  Said  insurance  to  be  subject  to  all  the  forms,  conditions,  provisions  and 
exceptions  contained  in  the  policies  of  the  company,  copies  of  whioh  are 
14J 
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printed  on  the  back  hereof.  Desoription  of  goods  insured,  merchandise 
under  deck,  amount  $2,000,  rate  5  per  cent.,  premium  $100,  to  return  two 
.  \.i  (2)  per  cent.,  if  risk  ends  1st  October,  and  no  loss  claimed  ;  additional  insur- 
ance of  $5,000,  warranted  free  from  capture,  seizure  and  detention,  the  con- 
sequences of  any  attempt  thereat."  Against  the  respondents  right  to  recoTer 
it  was  contended  that  they  were  merely  unpaid  vendors  and  had  no  insur- 
rable  interest,  and  that  goods  previously  put  on  board  at  Liverpool,  N.  S., 
were  not  covered  by  this  policy,  and  that  it  was  not  to  cover  the  return  cargo. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  discharging  a  rule  nm 

to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  policy  covered  not  only 

,      goods  put  on  board  at  Halifax,  but  all  the  merchandise  under  deck  shipped 

in  good  order  on  board  said  vessel  during  the  period  mentioned  in  the  policy. 

Held,  also,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  an  insurable  interest  in  all  the  goods  obtained  and  loaded  on  the  vessel 

'   '       '  Merehants'  Marine  Insaranee  do.  v.  Romsey.— ix,  sn. 

5.  \oyatee   policy— Hortvagee    who    imsIkiis    as    eollateml  aecnrlty  has  an 
insurable  Interest— Total  loss— Bif lit   to     recover— Wotlee   of  al»andoa- 
.    ment  by  mortgagee— Constructive  total  loss. 

While  the  barque  "  Charley  "  was  at  Cochin,  on  or  about  the  12th  April, 
1879,  the  master  entered  into  a  charter  party  for  a  voyage  to  Colombo,  and 
thence  to  New  York  by  way  of  Alippee.  The  vessel  sailed  on  the  22nd 
April,  1879,  and  arrived  at  Colombo,  which  place  she  left  on  the  13tb  May, 
and  while  on  her  way  to  Alippee  she  struck  hard  on  a  reef  and  was  damaged 
and  put  back  to  Colombo.  The  vebsel  was  so  duuAged  that  the  master  cabled 
to  the  ship's  husband  at  New  York  on  the  23rd  May,  and  in  reply  received 
orders  to  exhaust  all  available  means  and  do  the  best  he  could  for  all  con- 
cerned. The  repairs  needed  were  extensive  and  it  was  impossible  to  get 
them  done  there,  and  Bombay,  1,000  miles  distant,  was  the  nearest  port, 
After  proper  surveys  and  cargo  discharged,  on  the  10th  June  the  vessel  was 
stripped  and  the  master  sold  the  materials  in  lots  at  auction.  On  the  2lBt 
May  the  respondent,  a  mortgagee  of  If  in  the  vessel,  which  he  had  assigned 
to  the  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia  by  endorsement  on  the  mortgage,  as  a  collateral 
security  for  a  pre-existing  debt  to  the  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia,  being  aware  of 
the  charter  from  Cochin  to  New  York,  insured  his  interest  with  the  appellant 
company,  the  nature  of  the  risk  being  thus  described  in  the  policy :  "  Upon 
the  body,  &c.,  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  barque  "  Charley  "  begin- 
ning the  adventure  (the  said  vessel  being  warranted  by  the  insured  to  be 
then  in  safety),  at  and  from  Cochin  via  Colombo  and  Alippee  to  New  York." 

To  an  action  on  the  policy  for  a  total  loss,  the  defendants  pleaded,  inter 
alia,  Ist,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  interested;  2Dd,  that  the  ship  was  not 
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lost  by  the  perilfl  insured  against ;  3rd,  concealment.  A  consent  verdict  for 
13,206  for  plaintiff  was  taken,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  points 
reserved  to  be  stated  in  a  rule  nisi,  and  upon  the  understanding  and  agree- 
ment  that  everything  which  could  be  settled  by  a  jury  should,  upon  the 
evidence  given,  be  presumed  to  be  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Held,  1st.  That  this  was  a  voyage  policy,  and  that  the  warranty  of 
safety  referred  entirely  to  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  and  not  to  the 
time  of  the  insurance.  '  "'   ■    ' 

2nd.  That  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  assigned  his  interest  as  a  colla- 
teral security  to  a  creditor  did  not  divest  him  of  all  interest  so  as  to  disentitle 
him  to  recover. 

3rd.  That  the  vessel  in  this  case  being  so  injured  that  she  could  not  be 
taken  to  a  port  at  which  the  necessary  repairs  could  be  executed,  the  mort- 
gagee was  entitled  to  recover  for  an  actual  total  loss,  and  no  notice  of 
abandonment  was  necessary. 

Per  Strong  J. — A  mortgagee,  upon  giving  due  notice  of  abandonment,  is 
not  precluded  from  recovering  for  a  constructive  total  loss. 

Anchor  Marine  Insurance  Co.  T.  Keith.— Ix,  483. 

6>  Total  or  conatractlTO  total  lOMSt  what  eonstltntea— Notice  of  abandon^ 
ment  not  accepted  by  underwriters— Bislit  to  abandon— Sale  by  master. 

C,  as  assignee  pf  W.,  was  insured  upon  the  schooner  "  Janie  B."  to  the 
amount  of  $2,000  by  a  voyage  policy.  On  the  14th  February,  1879,  the  "  Janie 
R.,"  which  had  been  in  the  harbor  of  Shelbume  since  the  7th  of  February, 
left  with  a  cargo  of  potatoes  to  pursue  the  voyage  described  in  the  policy, 
but  was  forced  by  stress  of  weather  to  put  back  to  Shelbume,  and  on  the 
morning  of  the  15th  she  went  ashore,  when  the  tide  was  about  its  height. 
On  the  17th  notice  of  abandonment  was  given  to  the  defendants  (appellants) 
and  not  accepted,  and  on  the  18th  the  master,  after  survey,  sold  her.  The 
next  day  the  purchaser,  without  much  difficulty,  with  the  assistance  of  an 
American  vessel  that  was  in  the  harbor,  and  by  the  use  of  casks  for  floating 
her  (appliances  which  the  master  did  not  avail  himself  of),  got  her  off. 
There  was  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  vessel  having  been  so  wrecked  as  to 
have  been  worthless  to  repair,  or  to  have  been  so  much  damaged  that  she 
would  not  have  been  worth,  after  having  been  repaired,  more  than  the 
money  expended  .for  that  purpose.  The  vessel  afterwards  i^aade  several 
voyages,  and  was  sold  by  the  purchasers  for  $1,560.  In  an  action  brought  on 
the  policy  against  the  defendant  company,  tried  before  a  judge  without  a 
jury,  a  verdict  was  given  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  $1,913,  which  verdict  was 
sustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia. 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  held,  reven>ing  the  judg. 
ment  of  the  courts  below,  1.  That  the  sale  by  the  master  was  not  justified 
in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  show  any  "stringent  necessity"  for  the 
'    sale  after  the  failure  of  all  available  means  to  rescue  the  vessel. 

2.  That  the  undisputed  facts  disclosed  no  evidence  whatever  of  an 
actual  total  loss  and  did  not  constitute  what  in  law  could  be  pronounced 
either  an  absolute  or  a  constructive  total  loss. 

Per  Strong  J. — ^The  right  to  abandon  must  be  tested  by  the  condition  of 
the  vessel  at  the  time  of  action  brought,  and  not  by  that  which  existed  when 
notice  of  abandonment  was  given. 

)    ^,         Providence  WashlDgton  Insurance  Co.  T.  Corbett>-lx.  956. 


7. 


Hsrlne  tniianince— Policy,  cancellation  of— Premium,  retention  of  por* 
tlon  of. 

The  plaintiffs  by  their  agents  in  Pictou,  insured  in  the  St.  Lawrence 
Insurance  Association,  of  which  defendant  was  the  broker  and  an  under- 
writer, the  sum  of  $2,000  on  their  schooner  "  Nimrod  "  for  twelve  months. 
In  a  written  application  were  the  words,  "  insurance  elsewhere  not  to  exceed 
$2,000."  The  policy  was  afterwards  issued,  dated  25  th  October,  1870,  with- 
out any  reference  to  this  condition .  On  the  day  the  application  was  made 
the  plaintiffs  insured  a  further  sum  of  $2,000  on  the  schooner  in  the 
Mutual  Insurance  Association  of  Pictou.  In  November  afterwards  another 
sum  of  $2,000  was  insured  in  the  Union^  Marine  Insurance  Company  at  Hali- 
fax. After  all  these  insurances  had  been  eftected,  the  schooner  proceeded 
on  her  voyage  and  was,  as  was  long  afterwards  ascertained,  abandoned  at 
sea  as  a  total  wreck  on  the  19th  February,  1871. 

On  the  20th  February,  1871,  the  defendants' association,  none  of  the 
parties  having  had  any  intimation  of  the  loss,  cancelled  their  policy  on 
account  of  the  insurance  in  the  Mutual  Marine  Insurance  Company  at  Hali- 
fax, charging  the  plaintiffs  premium  up  to  that  date  and  remitting  the  por- 
tion payable  after  that  date. 

In  an  action  brought  on  the  policy,  the  Supreme  Court  of  N.  S.  directed 
judgment  to  be  entered  for  defendants. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  defendants  could  not  be  allowed  to  con- 
tend that  the  cancellation  operated,  not  from  the  20th  February,  1871,  up  to 
which  date  the  premium  was  charged,  but  from  November  previous.  Appeal 
allowed  with  costs. 

McDonuld  T.  Douil-24tli  February,  1879. 
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8«  PromlMory  reprcneiitatlon  In  application— Comtlnc  voyavc*— Time  pol> 
ley. 

The  policy  sued  on  was  a  time  policy  isBuedon  a  slip  or  application  con- 
taining a  statement  in  these  words:  "Voyage  at  and  from  date  to  31  bl 
Peoember,  coasting  principally  Canso  to  Halifax,  using  Prince  Edward  Island 
and  Newfoundland."  In  the  policy  the  exceptions  on  the  time  risks  were  as 
follows  :  "  Prohibited  from  the  River  and  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  and  ports  in 
Newfoundland,  and  between  the  1st  November  and  Ist  May."  Sealing  voy- 
ages and  voyages  to  Greenland  and  Iceland  were  also  excepted,  and  "  not  to 
use  the  ports  of  Schooner  Pond,  Blockhouse  Mines  and  Chimney  Corner, 
except  during  the  months  of  June,  July  and  August,  the  use  of  such  waters 
not  to  vitiate  this  policy,  except  during  the  time  such  waters  are  used." 
The  vessel  was  lost  on  a  voyage  irom  Baltimore  to  St.  Thomas. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  held  that  .notwithstanding  the  repre- 
sentation in  the  slip,  the  insured  was  justified  in  sailing  wherever  the  policy 
permitted.    (4  Russ.  &  Geld.  50). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that,  taking  the  slip  and  policy  together,  a  perfectly 
consistent  contract  of  assurance  could  be  made  out,  namely,  a  contract  to 
assure  the  vessel  for  the  time  named,  provided  she  was  confined  to  coasting 
voyages,  and  did  not,  whilst  so  employed,  use  any  of  the  prohibited  waters. 
Henry  J.  dissenting.  .. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

McKensie  t.  Corbett-lOth  Jane,  1888. 

9'  Total  loss— Notice  of  abandonment— Waiver. 

On  a  voyage  from  Porto  Rico  to  New  Haven  respondents'  vessel  sustained 
damage  and  put  into  St.  Thomas.  A  survey  was  held  by  coitupetent  persons 
named  by  the  British  consul,  and  according  to  their  report  the  cost  of  putting 
her  in  good  condition  would  exceed  her  value.  The  captain,  under  instruc- 
tions from  owners  to  proceed  under  best  advice,  advertized  and  sold  vessel, 
and  purchaser  had  her  repaired  at  a  cost  much  less  than  the  report,  and 
sent  her  to  sea. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  the 
vessel  was  a  total  loss. 

Owners  of  vessel  gave  notice  to  agent  of  underwriters  that  they  would 
abandon,  which  agent  refused  to  accept.  Owners  telegraphed  to  Captain 
that  they  had  abandoned  and  for  him  to  proceed,  under  the  best  %dvice. 

Held,  that  this  act  of  telegraphing  to  the  Captain  did  not  constitute  a 
waiver  of  the  notice  of  abandonment.    {See  23  N.  B.  R.  160.) 

♦ 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
VlllTlUe  Mataal  Mar,  imd  Fire  Ins,  Co.  t.  Driscoll.-aSrd  Jnoe,  1884. 


'      ■  -    216 

Insurance,  Marine— Continued.  -  -^." 

10*  Coaee»lin«n«  of  nuitcrial  Austo— Policy  void. 

The  appellant  (defendant)  is  a  member  of  an  insonmoe  association, 
doing  business  at  Halifax,  known  as  the  Halifrjc  Marine  Insurance  Associa- 
tion. 

On  the  13th  August,  1880,  the  respondent  company  (plaintiffs)  through 
J.  Scott  Mitchell,  their  agent,  applied  to  the  association  for  insurance  on  the 
cargo  of  the  steamship  "  Waldensian,"  on  a  voyage  from  Montreal  to  Glasgow 
via  port  or  ports,  and  the  risk  was  accepted  the  same  day  by  the  appellant 
and  other  underwriters,  but  no  policy  was  issued  or  premium  paid  at  the 
time. 

The  "Waldensian"  left  Montreal  on  the  11th  August,  1880;  she  got 
aground  that  afternoon  about  four  o'clock,  but  succeeded  in  getting  off  the 
same  day  and  proceeded  to  Quebec,  where  she  arrived  about  six  o'clock^ 
leaking  badly,  and  was  there  grounded  to  prevent  further  damage  to  cargo. 

The  respondent  company  knew  on  the  12th  day  of  August  of  the  acoi* 
dent  to  the  steamship,  but  this  fact  was  not  disclosed  to  the  underwriters 
when  the  insurance  was  applied  for  on  the  13th,  the  day  following. 

The  appellant  became  aware  of  the  accident  a  day  or  two  after  the  appli- 
cation for  insurance,  and  a  policy  was  after  that  issued  to  respondent  com- 
pany, bearing  date  the  13th  August,  1880  (the  date  of  the  application),  and 
the  premium  settled  in  account  with  the  broker  of  the  association,  of  which 
appellant  was  a  member. 

Appellant  contended  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  appel- 
lant, or  any  of  the  underwriters,  or  their  broker,  knew  at  the  time  that  the 
policy  was  issued  or  premium  paid  that  the  accident  was  known  to  the 
respondent  company  at  the  time  the  insurance  was  effected,  and  concealed 
,    from  the  underwriters.  ...   ,,     : 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  damage  done  to  the  cargo  by  the 
leaking  of  the  steamship  in  consequence  of  her  getting  on  shore  as  abore 
stated. 

The  appellant  pleaded  among  other  things,  that  the  respondent  com- 
pany concealed  from  appellant  a  fact  known  to  respondent  and  material  to 
the  risk,  and  unknown  to  the  appellant,  viz. :  that  the  steamship  had  been 
on  shore  after  leaving  Montreal. 

The  respondent  replied  that  after  appellant  became  aware  of  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  said  pleas,  he  took  the  premiixm  and  issued  the  policy. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Rigby,  at  Halifax,  on  7th  Nov., 
1883,  who  found  that  when  the  insurance  was  applied  for,  and  the  contract 
therefor  completed,  the  respondent  company  was  aware  of  the  facts  above 
stated,  and  concealed  them  from  appellant,  also  that  they  were  not  then 
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known  to  appellant,  and  were  material  to  the  risk.  He  also  found  that 
before  the  policy  was  issued  or  premium  paid  the  appellant  became  aware 
of  said  facts,  and  elected  to  treat  the  contract  as  binding,  and  he  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  (the  respondents)  for  the  amount  claimed. 

A  rule  nisi  was  taken  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  which  was  argued  before 
the  court  during  the  following  term. 

This  rule  nisi  was  discharged  by  the  court.  Judge  Weatherbe  dissenting. 

A  rule  absolute  discharging  the  rule  nisi  was  granted  on  the  22nd  day 
of  April,  1884,  from  which  rule  the  appellant,  Allison  Smith,  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Held*  the  evidence  showed  that  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the 
premium  the  appellant  did  not  know  that  the  accident  was  known  to  the 
respondent  company,  and  the  policy  therefore  void  for  concealment 
of  material  facts,  and  there  could  Ve  no  waiver  of  the  omission  to  commimi- 
oatethe  information  material  to  the  risk,  for  the  appellant  could  not  waive 
that  which  he  did  not  know. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
Smith  T.  The  Royal  Canadian  Insurance  Co.<"I8th  NoTember,  1881. 

11>  Condition  of  policy— Not  to  load  more  than  registered  tonnaye  with 
stone,  Ac,  wltboat  agent's  consent— Loading  with  phosphate  rock— Evi- 
dence of  consent  by  agent- Proof  of  contract— Prior  insurance. 

A  voyage  policy  on  the  plaintiff's  vessel  "  Pretty  Jemima,"  contained, 
inter  alia,  the  following  clauses : — "  Warranted  not  to  load  more  than  regis- 
tered tons  with  stones,  marble,  lead,  ores  or  brick,  without  the  consent  of 
the  agent  of  the  Providence  Washington  Insurance  Company,  of  Providence. 
Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  further  agreed,  that  if  the  said  assured  shall 
have  made  any  other  assurance  upon  the  premises  aforesaid,  prior  in  date 
to  this  policy  then  the  said  Providence  Washington  Insurance  Company,  of 
Providence,  shall  be  answerable  only  for  so  much  as  the  amount  of  such 
prior  insurance  may  be  deficient  towards  fully  covering  the  premises  hereby 
assured." 

In  an  action  on  the  said  policy,  it  appeared  that  the  vessel  was  loaded 
with  phosphate  rock,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  of  a  conversation  vrith 
.  the  company's  agent  in  which  the  latter  wanted  to  charge  more  pre- 
mium than  on  a  previous  policy,  because  the  vessel  was  going  to  carry 
phosphate."  He  also  cautioned  plaintiff  about  loading  the  vessel ;  how  to 
lay  the  floor  so  as  to  distnbute  the  weight  over  the  ship.  The  plaintifl's 
evidence  on  this  matter  closes  as  follows :  «  Ranney  (the  agent)  said  I  could 
load  down  to  the  mark,  the  load  line,  same  as  if  loading  coal."  It  also 
appeared  that  there  was  $1,100  priot  insurance  on  one  eighth  of  the  vessel, 
which  plaintiff  had  bought,  but  of  which  he  had  never  received  the  title. 
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Held,  affirming  the  Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick, 
Gwynne  J.  dissenting,  that  the  agent's  consent  had  been  obtained  to  the  load- 
ing of  the  vessel  beyond  her  registered  tonnage, and  there  was  consequently 
uo  breach  of  the  above  condition  of  the  policy. 

Held,  also,  that  the  defendants  were  liable,  up  to  the  amount  insured, 
only  for  so  much  of  the  assured  value  as  was  not  covered  by  the  prior  insur- 
ance of  1 1, 100. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — That  the  consent  of  the  agent  should  have  been  alleged 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  pleading,  and,  not  having  been  so  alleged,  could  not 
be  set  up  as  an  answer  to  the  defendant's  pleas.  That  the  jury  should  have 
b^en  requested  to  find  whether  or  not  phosphate  rock  was  stone  within  the 
meaning  of  such  condition,  and  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial  to  have  such 
a  finding  by  the  jury. 

The  policy  was  signed  by  Ranney,  as  the  company's  agent ;  he  issued 
and  countersigned  it  as  agent,  received  the  premium  and  acted  throughout 
ab  such  agent,  and  was  so  recognized  by  the  president  of  the  company. 

Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  in  the  first  instance,  if  uncontradicted,  to 
justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  Ranney  was  the  agent,  of  the  company. 

Robertson  v.  Provincial  Insurance  Company,  3  All.  N.  B.  379  followed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Providence  Washlnetoii  Insnrance  Co.  v.  Chapman. —12tli  Janaary,  1885. 

12.  Poll«y  to  be  connteMlgned  by  agent— Proof  of  agency* 

A  policy  of  insurance  on  the  respondent's  vessel  contained  the  following 
reservation :  "  But  this  policy  shall  not  be  valid  unless  countersigned  by 
Henry  B.  Ranney,  the  said  company 's  duly  authorized  agent,  at  his  office  in 
St.  John,  N.B."'  The  policy  was  not  countersigned  by  Ranney,  and  in  an 
action  thereon,  the  respondent  gave  evidence  to  show  that  it  was  issued  by 
Ranney  and  sent  by  him,  as  directed  by  the  respondent,  to  a  person inNova 
Scotia.  A  verdict  was  given  for  the  plain tifi  at  the  trial,  and  the  company 
moved  for  a  non-suit  on  the  ground,  inter  alia,  that  the  policy  was  invalid 
on  account  of  not  being  so  countersigned.    The  non-suit  was  refused. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Hold  Fournier  and  Henry 
JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  appeal  mu^t  be  allowed  and  a  non-suit  entered. 

THe  policy,  as  set  out  in  the  plaintiffs  declaration,  contained  a  stipula- 
tion that  the  vessel  was  not  to  load  more  than  register  tonnage  with  stone, 
ores,  &o.  The  defendants  pleaded  to  this  count  that  she  did  load  more 
thai^  her  register  tons  with  stone  or  ores,  namely,  phosphate  rock,  contrary 
to  such  condition.  The  p'aintiff  replied  that  phosphate  rock  was  not  stone 
or  ore  within  the  meaning  of  such  condition ;  the  defendants  demurred  to 
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the  replication,  and,  on  argument  on  the  demurrer,  the  replication  was  held 
good.    19  N.B.  Repa.  (3  P.  &  B.)  28. 

The  Delaware  Mutual  InguranceCo.  v.  rbapinan.-16tta  February,  1885. 

13.  Agreement  to  keep  Ship  insured  to  amount  of  advances,  « 

See  AGREEMENT  10. 

14.  By  Ship's  hiiHbnnd  who  la  mortvayee— For  the  benefit  of  all  concerned— 
Authority— Ratification— Concealment  of  material  facta. 

A  ship's  husband,  who  held  a  power  of  attorney  from  the  owners  authoriz- 
ing him  to  insure  on  their  behalf,  and  who  was  also  a  mortgagee  of  the  vessel, 
insured  "  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,"  and  the  insurance  was  accepted 
by  the  owners.  When  the  insurance  was  effected  the  vessel  was  sailing 
under  the  Haytien  flag,  and  neither  that  fact,  nor  the  fact  of  the  insured 
having  a  mortgage  interest,  was  communicated  to  the  underwriters.  The 
vessel  was  lost  and  the  insured  realized  more  than  the  amount  of  the 
mortgage  from  a  prior  insurance.  The  defendant,  one  of  the  underwriters, 
resisted  payment  on  the  ground  of  such  prior  insurance  covering  all  the 
interest  of  the  insured,  and  also  of  concealment  of  the  above  facts. 

Held,  aflSrming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  underwriters 
were  liable,  the  owners  having  authorized,  or  subsequently  ratified,  the  insur- 
ance effected  by  the  ship's  husband,  who  was  under  no  obligation  to  disclose 
his  individual  interest,  in  a  policy  for  the  benefit  of  all  concen-^ed,  nor  to 
disclose  the  nationality  of  the  vessel,  there  being  no  representation  or 
warranty  required  respecting  it  by  the  policy,  and  no  circumstances  within 
his  knowledge  attaching  to  the  national  character  of  the  vessel  exposing  her 
to  detention  and  capture. 

West  T.  Seamaii."-16tli  February,  1885. 

15.  Amendment— Conatrnctlve  total    loss    of  ship— Sale    of-racllltleB    for 
making  repairs. 

In  the  course  of  her  voyage,  on  Saturday,  the  3rd  August,  188i',  the 

"John  D.  Tupper"  went  ashore  on  Phinney's  Point,  on  the  Bay  of  Fundy 

shore,  in  a  very  dangerous  position  and  no  doubt  much  injured.    An  anchor 

was  got  out  ready  for  the  tide.    When  the  tide  came  in  the  pumps  were 

sounded  and  there  were  fourteen  inches  of  water.    Half  an  hour  after  the 

first  sounding  there  were  three  or  four  feet  of  water,  but  by  the  aid  of 

the  kedge   anchor   and   starboard  anchor   the  vessel   was  hove    off  and 

floated   and   anchored.     The  witness  who  details  this   says:    "I  piloted 

,  her  up  to  Port  Williams ;  I  was  at  the  wheel ;  we  made  sail  and  thought  she 

*rould  fill ;  the  pumps  were  going  all  the  time ;  we  did  not  set  the  upper 

sail ;  I  kept  as  close  to  the  shore  as  I  could  in  case  she  filled  and  rolled 

pver  with  her  deck-load ;  at  Port  Williams  she  ran  aground  about  100  feet 
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fttKn  the  breakwater ;  we  oould  not  awing  her  oloaer ;  she  wa»   then  lying  on 
the  beach  of  the  Bay  of  Fuudy  ;  some  of  the  deals  of  the  de  ^k  load  were 
..    thrown  over  at  Phinney's  Point." 

At  Port  WilliamH  the  yesael  floatoil  once  every    day.     The  master  on 
'       Monday  discharged  tho  cargo  deck-load  and  hauled  the  vessel  into  %e  pier. 
There  were  no  facilities  for  repairing  vessels  of  this  class  at  Pt  "t  Wil- 
liams, but  there  were  near  at  hand,  viz.,  at  the  port  of  St.  John,  whe^  the 
could  be,  and  actually  was,  repaired,  and  which  place,  one  of  the  witnex^M 
says,  could-  be  seen  on  a  fine  day  from  Port  Williams ;  but  the  captain 
appears  to  have  made  no  efforts  whatever  to  take  the  vessel  to  St.  John,  or 
to  procure  a  tug  from  St.  John  to  aid  him  in  doing  bo,  if  such  was  deemed 
''    necessary,   or    to    have    made    any    enquiries   in   reference    thereto,  but 
on  the  20th  August,  notified  the  shipper  that  the  voyage  was  at  anendi 
The  vessel  was  sold  at  auction  (a  Mr.  Troop,  one  of  the  mortgagees  acting  aa 
'     auctioneer)  and  transferred  by  bill  of  sale  dated  the  4th  September  to  the 
purchaser,  who  thereupon,  immediately  after  the  sale,  without  the  slightest 
'   apparent  difficulty,  with  her  original  crew,  sailed  her  to  St.  John,  and  there 
,    repaired  her,  and  in  the  course  oi  four  or  five  weeks  sent  her  in  a  seaworthy 
'    condition  on  a  voyage  to  the  West  Indies  with  a  cargo  of  shooks. 

Held,  in  view  that  there  never  was  any  pressing  necessity  for  the  sale,  or 
any  time  when  th«  ship  was  unnavigable  without  any  reasonable  hope  of 
' '     repair,  that  the  damage  never  was  so  great  that  the  owner  oould  not  have 
put  her  in  a  state  of  repair  necessary  for  pursuing  the  voyage  at  a  con- 
venient and  suitable  place,  and  at  an  expense  less  than  the  value  of  the 
'   ship,  and  that  the  cargo  was  not  in  a  perishable  condition,  but  in  a  place  of 
safety,  there  was  no  ground  for  saying,  there  was  either  a  total  or  a  construe- 
''  tive  total  loss,  or  that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  loss  of  the  voyage ;  and 
'  >  r    therefore  no  question  of  abandonment  arose. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Pfttcli  T.  Pltnian.--16th  Febranry,  1885. 

16.  Constraetlve  total  Iohb— Bale  of  vessel— Bepairs -Value  after. 

In  an  action  to  recover  insurance  on  freight,  it  appeared  that  on  the 
voyage,  which  was  from  Boston  to  St.  Pierre,  the  vessel  sprung  a  leak  and 
put  into  Glasgow  harbor  near  Cape  Canso,  where  a  survey  was  held ;  some 
repairs  were  made,  and,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
surveyors,  she  proceeded  to  Port  Hawkesbury  for  further  repairs.  On  the 
day  she  left  Port  Hawkesbury  she  went  ashore,  and  when  the  tide  ebbed, 
fell  over  on  her  side ;  part  of  the  cargo  was  damaged  and  sold,  and  the  rest 
taken  by  the  Boston  underwriters;  the  vessel  sustained  further  damage 
while  lying  on  the  shore.    The  captain  made  no  bond  fide  efforts  to  get  her 
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off,  And  after  being  several  times  advertized  sho  was  finally  sold  for  $140 ;  she 
was  got  off  at  a  cost  of  $70,  bj  the  purohasers,  ropalred  for  coiiHiderably  less 
than  her  value  and  sailed  for  two  years,  when  she  was  again  sold  for  |1,S()U. 
In  the  policy  ahe  had  been  valued  at  |1,6(X),  and  two  years  before  had  sold 
for  12,000. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Qwynne  J.  dissenting, 
that  the  vessel  wita  not  a  oonsti  active  total  loss.  Providence  Washington  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Corbelt,  9  Can.  ^  C.  R.  256,  approved. 

The  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Almon.— 17th  Febraarr,  1885. 

17.  Warmnted  no  other  lii**imnc«— Coimtrnvtlun  or. 

Action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  in  the  usual  form  upon  the  schooner 
"Smiling  Waters."  The  application  contained  the  words,  written  on  its  face, 
"  no  other  insurance,^"  and  the  policy  issued  on  the  application  so  made  con- 
tained the  wordA,  "  warranted  no  other  insurance."  The  policy  was  issued 
in  favor  of  James  Butler  &  Co.,  on  account  of  whom  it  mli.ht  concern.  The 
(lec'aration  was  in  the  usual  form  and  averred  interest  in  the  persons 
composing  the  firm  of  James  Butler  &  Co.,  and  Henry  Walfield,  ur  some 
or  one  of  them. 

The  defence  was  rested  solely  on  the  warranty,  which,  the  defendants 
contended,  n)<>ant  that  there  should  be  no  other  insurance  on  the  vesHol  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  risk. 

It  was  admitted  upon  the  trial,  that  after  t>he  policy  was  issued,  the 
Henry  Walfield  mentioned,  being  indebted  to  one  Sperry  for  assistance  in 
building  said  vessel,  instructed  Sperry  to  effect  insurance  on  the  vessel  to 
cover  his  debt,  which  Sperry  did  for  C400  with  J.  £.  and  others,  on  behalf  of 
whom  it  might  concern,  and  both  policies  were  in  full  force  at  the  time 
of  the  loss. 

Held)  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Sootia,  ih&t 
the  words  "no  other  insurance,"  and  ''warranted  no  other  insurance,"  meant 
that  there  should  be  no  other  insurance  on  the  vessel  during  the  continuance 
of  the  risk. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Bntler  t.  Merchants'  Marine  Insurance  Co.-17tli  February,  1885 

18.  Voyage  policy HSatUnK  directions— Time  of  entering  Onlf  of  St.  Law 
rence— Attempt  to  enter. 

In  an  action  on  a  voyage  policy  containing  this  clause  "  warranted  not 
to  enter,  or  attempt  to  enter,  or  to  use  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence,  prior  to  the 
tenth  day  of  May,  nor  after  the  thirteenth  day  of  October  (a  line  drawn  from 
Cape  North  to  Cape  Ray,  and  across  the  Strait  of  Canso,  to  the  northern 
entrance  thereof^  shall  be  considered  the  bounds  of  the  Gull  of  St.  Lawrence 
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seaward),"  thft  evidence  was  aa  follows :— The  captain  says :  «  The  yoyage 
was  from  Liverpool  to  Quebec,  and  ship  sailed  on  April  2nd.  Nothing  hap. 
pened  until  we  met  with  ice  to  the  southward  of  Newfoundland,  shortened 
sail  and  dodged  about  for  a  few  days  trying  to  work  our  way  around  it.  One 
night  ship  was  hove  to  under  lower  main-topsail,  and  about  midnight  ahe 
drifted  into  a  large  field  of  ice.  There  was  a  heavy  sea  on  at  the  time,  and 
the  ship  sustained  damage.  We  were  in  this  ice  three  or  four  hours ;  laid 
.  to  all  the  next  day ;  could  not  get  any  further  along  on  account  of  the  ice. 
In  about  twenty-four  hours  we  started  to  work  up  towards  Quebec."  The 
log  book  showed  that  the  ship  got  into  this  ice  on  the  7  th  May,  and  an 
expert  examined  at  the  trial  swore  that  from  the  entries  in  the  log  book  of 
the  6th,  7th,  8th,  and  9th  of  May,  the  captain  was  attempting  to  enter  the 
Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent,  with 
leave  for  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  or  for  a  new  trial,  the 

'      court  below  to  have  the  power  to  mould  the  verdict,    and  abo  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact  the  same  as  a  jury. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick 
.     (24  N.  B.  B.  39)  Henry  J.  dissenting,  tliat  the  above  clause  was  applicable  to 

,      a  voyage  policy,  and  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  cap- 
tain was  attempting  to  enter  the  Gulf  contrary  to  such  clause. 

Taylor  t.  Moran  22  C.L.J.  14).-I6tli  IToTember,  1885. 
Intercolonial  Railway. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1,8.  •  '        -■    "   ' 

Interest — Arreai-s  of,  prescription  against.  •.     "      '       .     * 

See  PRESCRIFnON  1.  '  '     '   ."       .'     * "  '^ '       . 

2.  Chargeable  against  testamentary  executors. 

'  '''  ,Sec  EXECUTORS.  '  ■■,''" 

8.  Misdirecting  Jury  as  to,  on  Promissory  Note.  -  - -•  ^-    . 

See  EVIDENCE  5. 
4.  On  deposit  in  Coiu-t  under  31  Vic.  ch.  12  and  31  Vic.  ch.  13  (N.S.)- 
Officer  of  Court  not  entitled  to.  ,  7    ,     . 

See  JURISDICTION  13.  •"  '"" 

.  On  covenant  In  mortgRve— Evidence. 

A  note  dated  11th  January,  1882,  payable  to  and  endoi-sed  by  one  S.  fl., 
was  for  $3,000  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent,  per  month  until 
paid.  By  a  covenant  for  payment  contained  in  a  mortgage  deed  of  the  same 
date,  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  collateral  security  for  the 
payment  of  this  note,  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  *'  the  said  sum  of 
93,000  on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1862,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
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twenty-four  per  cent,  per  annum  until  paid."  A  judgment  was  recovered 
upon  the  note,  but  not  upon  the  covenant.  The  master  allowed  for  interest 
in  respect  of  this  debt  six  per  cent,  only  from  the  date  of  the  recovery  of 
the  judgment. 

Held,  that  the  proper  construction  of  the  terms  of  both  the  note  and 
covenant  as  to  payment  of  interest  was  that  interest  at  the  rate  of  twenty- 
four  per  cent,  should  be  paid  up  to  the  1 1th  July,  1862,  and  not  that  interest 
should  be  paid  at  that  rate  after  such  day  if  the  principal  should  then  remain 

unpaid.  •         '     '    ~  ;         # 

St.  John  T.  Bykert.-x,  278. 

6*    Petition  of  right -Ctovemment  eontmet  -ITnllqnldated  damsirea— Inter* 
est— Right  of  contractor  to. 

M.  &  Co.  brought  an  action  by  petition  of  right  against  the  Domin.on 
Qo vemment,  for  damages  for  an  alleijed  breach  of  contract  whereby  the 
suppliants  contracted  for  the  Faliaraentary  and  Departmental  printing  for  a 
certain  speciBed  period.  The  alleged  breach  consisted  in  the  Government 
giving  a  portion  of  the  said  printing  to  other  parties,  the  suppliants  claim- 
ing that,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  they  were  entitled  to  the  whole  of  it. 
The  Grown  demurred  to  the  petition,  and  as  to  the  departmental  printing,  the 
demurrer  was  overruled  (8  Can.  iS.  C.  R.  210.)  fhe  petition  subsequently 
came  on  for  hearing  in  the  Exchequer  Court,  ancl  a  reference  was  made  to 
the  Registrar  and  Queen's  Printer  to  ascertain  and  report  as  to  the  profit 
lost  to  the  suppliants  by  not  being  allowed  to  do  the  departmental  printing. 
The  referees  found  a  certain  sum  at  the  profit  lost  to  suppliants,  stating  in 
their  report,  that  the  suppliants  claimed  interest  on  the  amount,  but  that 
the  referees  were  of  opinion  they  had  no  power,  under  the  order  of  reference, 
to  consider  the  question  of  interest. 

No  exception  was  taken  to  the  report  of  the  referees,  ftnd  the  sup- 
pliants moved  in  the  Exchequer  Court  for  judgment  for  the  amount  found 
by  the  referees  with  interest,  as  the  damages  to  which  they  wr  re  entitled 
under  their  petition  of  right.  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  before  whom  the  motion 
was  made,  gave  judgment  for  the  amount  found'by  the  referees  with  inter- 
est thereon  at  6  per  cent.,  such  interest  to  be  computed  on  the  aggregate  of 
the  sums  which,  according  to  said  report,  the  suppliants,  up  to  the  thirty 
first  day  of  December,  in  each  year  during  the  currency  of  the  said  contract, 
would  have  received  as  profit. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from  that  part  of  the  judg- 
ment allowing  interest.  Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the  suppliants  were  not 
entitled  to  interest  on  the  amount  found  by  the  referees  for  lost  of  profits. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

The  Qaeen  t.  Maclean  et  al.-<12th  May,  1885. 
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Interpretation  Act— 31  Vic.  ch.  l,  D.,  applicable  to  i .  E.  Island. 

t^ee  CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  1878,  5. 
Interrogatories— On  articulated  facts — Evasive  answers — C.  C.  P, 
Arts.  228,  229. 

See  CONTRACT  12,  17. 

2.  CoHiinlaalon  from  Supreme  Coart  of  M .  B.— Oona.  Statu,  cb.  87— Directed  to 
two  CommtaBionem— Ketnrn  slsned  by  one  only— Failure  to  admluUtcr 
Interroiratorles. 

A  commission  was  issued  out  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick 

directed  to  two  commissioners — one  named  by  each  of  the  parties  to  the  suit 

— to  take  evidence  ^t  St.  Thomas,  W.  I.,  with  liberty  to  plaintiff's  commlB- 

' '         sioner  to  proceed  ex  parte  if  the  other  neglected  or  refused  to  attend.    Both 

commissioners  attended  examination  and  defendant's  nominee  cross-ex- 

;         amined  the  witness,  but  refused  to  certify  to  the  return,  which  was  sent  back 

to  the  court  signed  by  one  commissioner  only.    Some  of  the  interrogatories 

and  cross-interrogatories  were  not  put  to  the  witnesses  by  the  commissionen. 

'  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  (53  N,  B.  R.  IfiO),  that 

'  ,     the  failure  to  administer  the  interrogatories  according  to  the  terms  of  the 

commission  was  a  substantial  objection,  and  rendered  the  evidence  incap* 

able  of  being  received. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.,  and  Strong,  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.,  that  the  refusal 
of  one  commissioner  to  sign  the  return  was  merely  directory,  and  did  not 
vitiate  it. 
'^  "  Per  Qwynne  J.,  that  the  return  should  have  been  signed  by  both  com- 
missioners, and  not  having  been  so  signed,  was  void,  and  the  evidence  under 
it  should  not  have  been  read. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  rule  absolute  for  a  non-suit. 
HllTille  Mutual  Marine  aud  Fire  Ins.  Go.  t.  DrlscoU.— asrd  Jane,  1884. 
Intimidation. 

.See  ELECTION  21. 
Inventory — And  partition,  between  co-hoii*s,  action  to  annul. 

See  PARTITION. 
Issue — Any  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten  or  children  of  such  issue  sur- 
viving him — Meaning  of. 

See  WILL  2. 

Judicial  Avowal — Deed,  erroneonaiitaienMntln-Art.l,a48,  C.C.  L.C. 

By  notarial  deed,  dated  3rd  May,  1875,  F  McN.  and  P.  K.  piu-chased 
from  one  F.  C.  certain  printing  materials.  The  agreed  price  was  $5,000,  aud 
was  paid ;  but  the  deed  erroneously  stated  the  price  to  be  $7,188.40,  which 
amount  was  acknowledged  in  the  deed  to  have  been  paid  and  received.  C. 
remained  in  possession,  and,  after  being  in  partnership  with  M.  for  several 
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months,  failed.  On  7th  liaroh,  1876,  F.  MoN.  and  P.  E.  claimed  the  plant, 
and  their  petition  stated  the  purchase  had  been  made  in  good  faith,  and 
that  they  had  paid  the  agreed  price,  but  that  the  deed  erroneously  stated 
the  price  to  be  $7,188.40.  The  evidence  as  to  the  price  agreed  upon  and 
paid  was  that  of  F.  McN.,  and  his  statement  was  confirmed  by  F.  C.  The 
appellant,  as  assignee  to  the  insolvent  estate  of  F.  C.  &  M.,  claimed  the 
payment  of  $2,188.40,  being  the  balance  between  the  consideration  price 
mentioned  in  the  deed  and  the  $5,000  admitted  to  have  been  paid. 

Held,  a£Bnning  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  only  evidenoe 
in  support  of  appellant's  contention  being  that  of  F.  McN.,  the  respondent, 
the  appellant,  oould  not  divide  the  respondent's  answers  {aveu  judiciare)  in 
order  to  avul  himself  of  what  was  favorable  and  reject  what  was  imfavorable. 
fer  Strong  J.  di88enting...Althougb  there  is  an  error,  or  even  a  false 
statement  in  a  deed,  the  obligation  to  pay  the  consideration  proven  to  be 
the  true  and  legitimate  one  remains. 

Falton  T.  McNamee.— il,  470. 
Judgment—When  appealable. 

ISee  JURISDICTION. 

2.  Of  confirmation. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3. 

3.  Against  joint  misfeasors — ^Effect  of. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  15. 

4.  Eequlte  Civile  against — Application  to  stay  entry  and  execution  of. 

See  OPPOSITION  2. 
6.  Revocation  of — Bequdte  Civile — Opposition. 
See  SHERIFF  5. 

O*  ■cttinc  aside— Bxecatioii—AMkUrBmeiit—BxeeatorB—Fniad— Estoppel— Ap- 
peal. 

The  phuntifis  by  their  agent,  Patrick  Rooney,  in  April,  1877,  procured  a 
judgment  to  be  signed  against  Peter  Rooney,  the  defendant,  who,  for  pur- 
poses of  his  own,  suffered  the  judgment  to  go  by  default.  No  execution  was 
ever  issued  thereon.  After  the  death  of  Peter,  the  plaintiffs  assigned  the 
judgment  to  the  wife  of  Patrick,  who  paid  them  $50  therefor ',  and,  on  her 
■  application.  Armour  J.  made  an  order  allowing  execution  to  issue  against 
thv^  executors  of  Peter.  The  executors  then  applied  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment, as  having  been  fraudulently  obtained,  and  to  be  allowed  to  defend  the 
action,  or  for  such  other  order  as  should  seem  just ;  and  upon  such  application 
Wilson  CJ.  made  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment  and  all  proceedings  in 
the  action,  and  directing  the  plainti£Ei  to  repay  the  $50.    This  order  was 

affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Oommon  Pleas  Division. 
16 
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The  case  was  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario.  The  facti 
will  be  found  more  fully  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  judgments  of  that  court. 
11  Ont.  App.  R.  673. 

As  appears  from  that  report  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Held,  that  an  appeal 
lay  from  the  order  of  the  Common  Pleas  Division  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  ai 
it  was  in  effect  a  final  disposition  of  the  whole  matter  and  a  bar  to  the 
plaintiff's  further  proceeding,  but,  although  the  members  of  the  court  were 
all  of  opinion  for  different  reasons,  that  the  order  below  was  wrong,  they  did 
not  agree  as  to  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be  modified  or  reversed,  and 
therefore  the  appeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Per  Hagarty  CJ.O.,  and  Osier  J.A.— The  judgment  should  merely  be  set 
aside  and  the  executors  allowed  in  to  defend. 

Per  Burton  J.  A.~>The  executors  cannot  be  heard  to  allege  their  testator't 
fraudulent  purpose ;  they  are  estopped  from  confining  the  operation  of  the 
judgment  within  the  limit  of  his  intended  fraud ;  and  the  judgment  should 
be  allowed  to  stand. 

Per  Patterson  J.A. — ^The  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside, but  the  order 
of  Armour  J.  should  be  rescinded,  and  it  should  be  declared  that  Patrick's 
wife,  as  assignee  of  the  judgment,  was  not  entitled  to  issue  execution,  because 
the  judgment  was  procured  by  Patrick,  her  husband,  and  suffered  by  Peter, 
'■'  for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  of  which  she  had  notice  when  she  took  the  assign- 
ment. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  it  was  doubtful 
if  an  appeal  would  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  such  a  case,  but, 
,  if  it  would,  the  order  of  Wilson  C.J.,  aflBrmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  Divi- 
sional Court,  should  not  be  interfered  with. 

Per  Gwynne  J.  (delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court) : 
1  entertain  great  doubt  that  an  appeal  lies  to  this  court  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Common  Pleas  Divisional  Court,  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice 
for  Ontario,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  which  originates  in  the  decision  of  a 
judge  in  chambers  from  whose  judgment  an  appeal  lay  to  the  Divisionil 
Court. 

In  granting  the  rule  against  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  that  court 
exercised  a  jurisdiction  inherent  in  it,  and  resting  wholly,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  on  its  discretion,  to  remove  from  the  records  of  the  court  a  judgment, 
the  enforcing  which  in  the  interest  of  the  person  haviog  an  assignment  of  it| 
against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  defendant,  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  under  the  circumstances  appearing  in  the  case,  work  a  very  great 
wrong  to  that  estate,  and  so,  to  prevent  the  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court 
for  the  perpetration  of  what  appeared  to  the  court  to  be  a  great  fraud,  it 


m 

Judgment — Continued. 

-ordered  the  judgment  and  subsequent  proceedings  thereon  to  be  set  aside, 
as  the  only  effective  mode  of  affording  protection  to  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  defendant  from  a  protracted  and  expensive  litigation  upon  pro- 
ceedings  which  might  be  taken  to  enforce  the  judgment  by  writ  of  revivor 
or  by  action  upon  it,  to  be  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  judgment  plaintiffs, 
but  in  the  interest  of  the  fraudulent  assignee,  who  procured  the  judgment 
to  be  entered  without  the  knowledge  of  the  nominal  plaintiffs,  as  is  sworn 
by  Carl  Sohrceder,  and  admitted  by  Patrick  Rooney,  who  procured  the 
judgment,  and  who  admits  that  the  nominal  plaintiff  did  not  know  of  the 
judgment  previous  to  December,  1882,  when  upon  his  procurement  it  was 
assigned  to  his  wife.  But  if  it  be  appealable  we  should  not  interfere  with  the 
findingoftheleamedChief  Justice  Wilson  sitting  in  chambers,  affirmetl  by 
the  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  thereon.  The  case  is  so  pregnant  with 
fraud  on  the  part  of  Patrick  Rooney,  the  substantial  assignee  of  the  judg- 
ment, as  to  raise  doubts  in  my  mind,  whether  his  brother  Peter  was  not 
rather  his  dupe  under  circumstances  which  by  reason  of  the  death  of  Peter 
cannot  now  be  disclosed,  than  a  party  to  the  contrivance  of  any  fraud 
against  Dolan,  to  perpetrate  which  is  now  suggested  as  havmg  been 
Patrick's  sole  motive  in  causing  the  action  to  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  Sohroeder  and  Company,  and  the  suffering  judgment  therein  by 
default  by  Peter,  for  it  appears  that  Peter  left  this  country  for 
Ireland  a  few  days  after  the  service  of  the  writ  upon  him,  and  it  is  not 
improbable  that  he  left  his  interests  in  the  defence  of  this  suit,  as  he  did  in 
his  defence  to  the  suit  brought  in  Montreal  by  Dolan  against  him  and  Francis 
Booney,  to  the  care  of  Patrick,  who  appears  to  have  represented  both  Peter 
and  Francis  in  that  suit,  and  to  have  done  whatever  was  done  in  it  in  their 
namei,  and  to  have  effected  the  final  settlement  thereof,  which  is  signed  by 
him  as  their  attorney. 

By  whoxnsoever  the  goods  in  question  were  ordered,  a  point  which  is  not 
made  quite  clear,  and  whatever  Mr.  Cart  Schroeder,  the  agent  of  the  nominal 
plaintiffs  at  New  York,  may  have  thought  as  to  the  liability  of  Peter  to  the 
firmof  Sohroeder  &  Co.  originally  for  those  goods  in  virtue  of  the  order  given 
for  them,  it  appears  very  clear  that  Patrick  Rooney,  who  was  the  agent  at 
Montreal  of  Sohroeder  &  Co.,  well  knew  that  in  truth  and  in  fact  Peter  never 
was  liable  therefor,  for  before  the  goods  were  sent  out  to  this  country  he 
had  left  the  firm,  and  the  goods  arrived  at  Montreal  subject  to  control  of 
Patrick  as  agent  of  Schroeder  &  Co.,  and  with  his  assent  only  they  could  have 
been  and  were  delivered  to  Rooney  &  Dolan,  and,  on  the  failure  of  that  firm, 
Patrick,  aa  a^ent  for  Sohroeder  &  Co.,  proved  for  the  whole  claim  against 
the  estate  of  Rooney  and  Dolan,  in  pursuance  and  by  reason  of  which  proof 

16J 
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Carl  Sohroeder,  the  agant  at  New  York,  received  dividends  from  that  estate 
upon  the  wh^^le  amount,  and,  as  is  sworn  by  Roughan,  the  firm  accepted 
Rooney  and  Dolan  as  their  debtors  and  never  looked  to  Peter  Booney  for 
the  amount. 

Carl  Schroeder  now  swears,  and  in  this  he  is  confirmed  by  Patrick 
Aooney,  that  Schroeder  &  Co.  never  knew  of  the  recovery  in  their  name 
of  any  judgment  against  Peter  Booney  until  December,  1882,  when  Patrick 
applied  to  Carl  for  an  assignment  of  it,  and  it  was  immediately  upon  his 
request  assigned  to  his  wife  without  any  consideration  paid  therefor.  The 
fifty  dollars  afterwards  paid  to  Carl  Schroeder  by  Patrick  was  paid  quite 
voluntarily  and  evidently  for  the  purpose  of  endeavouring  to  give  a  sem- 
blance of  bona  fides  to  the  transaction  and  of  assisting  Patrick  in  setting  up 
the  claim  to  the  judgment  now  made  by  him  on  behalf  of  his  wife  as  if 
purchased  bond  fide  for  value.  The  only  objection  which  can,  I  tiiink,  be 
taken  to  C.  J.  Wilson's  order  is  that  he  has  ordered  this  sum  of  fifty  dollars  to 
,;,..»!  be  paid  to  Patrick  by  Peter's  executors.  By  this  time  Schroeder  &  Co,  were 
doubtless  well  aware  that  they  never  had  any  claim  against  Peter  for  the 
amount  or  any  part  of  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  judgment  procured  to 
be  entered  in  their  name  as  plaintiffs  against  Peter,  and  that  they  set  no 
value  upon  that  judgment  appears  from  their  having  assigned  it,  at  Patrick's 
request,  to  his  wife,  the  moment  they  heard  of  its  existence,  and  for  no  cod- 
sideration  whatever  paid  at  the  time,  or  bargained  for  being  paid  in  future. 
As  to  the  objection  that  it  was.  not  competent  for  Chief  Justice  Wilson 
to  entertain  a  motion  which,  if  successful,  would  have  the  effect  of  annulling 
Mr.  Justice  Armour's  order  to  let  execution  issue  on  the  judgment,  even 
though  he  did  so  after  conference  with  Mr.  Justice  Armour,  and  with  his 
assent,  it  is  sufficient  to^say  that  a  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  mat- 
ter of  judicial  etiquette,  is  not  a  matter  which  is  appealable,  and  the  state- 
ment in  Chief  Justice  Wilson's  order  as  to  what  took  place  before  him,  and 
as  to  the  matter  which  was  submitted  to  and  argued  before  him  must  be 
taken  to  be  conclusive. 

It  is  agreed  by  all  that  execution  should  not  under  the  circumstances 
appearing  in  the  case  be  allowed  to  issue  in  favor  of  the  assignee  of  this 
judgment.  What  objection  then  can  there  be  to  setting  it  aside  altogether, 
the  court  being  satisfied  that  to  enforce  it  in  favor  of  Patrick  and  his  wife 
would  operate  as  a  fraud  on  Peter's  estate  ?  If  the  judgment  be  not  set 
aside,  it  will  be  competent  for  Patrick  on  behalf  of  his  wife  and  himself  to 
Use  the  names  of  Schroeder  A  Co.,  as  plaintiffs,  to  sue  upon  the  judg- 
ment, or  to  bring  a  writ  of  revivor  of  it,  and  to  neither  of  such  gro- 
ceedings  could  the  matters  which  have  been  the  subject  of  investigation 
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on  the  motion  before  Chief  Justice  Wilson  be  pleaded  as  a  defence,  and  so, 
although  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  Patrick  and  his  wife  should  derive  no 
benefit  from  the  assignment  they  will  be  able  to  recover  the  whole  amount 
of  the  judgment,  unless  it  be  absolutely  set  aside.  But  it  is  said  that  the 
judgment  ought  not  to  have  been  set  aside  except  upon  terms  of  allowing 
the  action  to  go  against  Peter's  executors.  But  for  what  purpose  should  this 
have  been  directed  when  it  appears  that  the  nominal  plaintiffs  do  not  claim 
to  have  had  any  cause  of  action  against  Peter,  and  that  they  were  not  aware 
of  an  action  having  been  brought  against  him  in  their  nanle  as  plaintifl's,  and 
that  if  they  ever  had  any  cause  of  action  against  Peter,  they  have  assigned  it 
without  consideration,  to  Patrick's  wife,  at  the  request  of  Patrick,  who,  how- 
ever, well  knew  that  in  truth  no  such  cause  of  action  ever  did  exist  ? 

The  setting  aside  the  judgment  and  all  proceedings  thereon,  is,  in  fact, 
the  only  mode  of  giving  to  Peter's  executors  effectual  relief  against  what  I 
think  very  clearly  appears  to  be  a  fraud  upon  Peter's  estate,  attempted  to 
be  perpetrated  by  Patrick  Rooney. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Schroeder,  et  al.  y.  Booney.-9th  April,  1886. 

Jurisdiction — Appeal-Blylit  «o. 

Held,  an  appeal  lies  direct  to  the  Supreme  C!ourt  of  Canada  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Judicatiire  of  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  as 
being  the  highest  court  of  final  resort  in  that  Province. 

Kelly  T.  SallTan,  P.E.I.— 1, 1. 

2.  Appeal  -In  matter  of  dtHcretlon  » 

Held,  under  sec.  22  of  the  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  no  appeal 
lies  from  the  judgment  of  a  court  granting  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  that  being  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion. 

Boak  T.  The  Herclianto'  Marine  Ins.  Go.— 1, 110. 

3.  Appeal— Blfkt  to  appeal  under  SB  Tic.  eh.  II  see.  26— Snm  or  valae  In 
dispute* 

Hold,  that  the  court  proposed  to  be  appealed  from,  or  any  judge  thereof, 
cannot,  under  sec.  26  of  the  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  allow  an 
appeal  when  judgment  had  been  signed,  entered  or  pronounced  previous  to 
the  11th  day  ot  January,  1876. 

Tarlor  T.  The  Qneent— 1, 65. 

4.  Appeal— Blvlit  to  appeal  by  defendant,  (P.^) 

The  38th  Vic.  ch.  II  sec.  17,  enacts  that  no  appeal  shall  be  allowed  from 
any  judgment  rendered  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  any  case  wherein  the 
sum  or  value  in  dispute  does  not  amount  to  two  thousand  dollars.  H.  brought 
an  action  (gainst  J.,  praying  that  J.  be  ordered  to  pull  down  wall,  and 
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remove  all  new  works  complained  of,  (&o.,  in  the  wall  of  H.'b  house,  and  pay 
£500  damages,  with  interest  and  costs.  H.  obtained  judgment  for  (100 
damages  against  J.,  who  was  also  condemned  to  remove  the  works  ooni' 
plained  of,  or  pay  the  value  of  "  tnitoymnetS.''* 

Held*  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  in  determining  the  sum  or  value  in  dig. 
pute  in  oases  of  appeal  by  a  defendant,  the  proper  oourte  was  to  look  at  the 
amount  for  which  the  declaration  concludes,  and  not  at  the  amount  of  the 
judgment. 

Per  Strong  J.,  dissenting. — ^The  amount  in  dispute  was  the  sum  awarded 
for  damages  and  the  value  of  the  wall  of  which  the  demolition  was  ordered 
by  the  judgment  appealed  against. 

Joyce  T.  Hart."-1, 891. 

5»     Appea^— Sam   or   value  in   divpate  — JnrlMlletloii  — Slnnder— DamagWi 
■peolal  and  vindictive— A >p«al  a«  to  qoanton*  <'>if damafea. 

L.,  appellant  sued  B.,  the  re^ipondent,  before  the  Superior  Court  at 
Arthabaska,  in  an  action  of  damages  (laid  at  $10,000)  for  verbal  slander, 
The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  awarded  to  the  appellant  a  sum  of 
$1,000  for  special  and  vindictive  damages.  R.  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side),  und  L.,  the  present  appellant)  did  not  ask,  by 
way  of  cross  appeal,  for  an  increase  of  damages,  but  contended  that  the 
"  judgment  for  $1,000  should  be  confirmed.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
partly  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  but  differed  as  to 
the  amount,  because  L.  had  not  proved  special  damages,  and  the  amount 
awarded  was  reduced  to  $500,  and  costs  of  appeal  were  given  against  the 
present  appellant.    L.  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

Held,  Taschereau  J.  dissenting,  that  L.,  the  plaintiff*,  although  respon- 
dent in  the  court  below,  and  not  seeking  in  that  court  by  way  of  cross 
appeal  an  increase  of  damages  beyond  the  $1,000,  was  entitled  to  appeal ; 
for,  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  matter  in  controversy  between  the 
parties,  the  proper  course  was  to  look  at  the  amount  for  which  the  declara- 
tion concluded,  and  not  at  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  Joyce  v.  Hart 
(1  Can.  S.  C.  R.  321)  reviewed  and  approved. 

2.  In  an  action  of  damages,  if  the  amount  awarded  in  the  court  of  first 
instance  is  not  such  as  to  shock  the  sense  of  justice,  and  to  make  it  apparent 
that  there  was  error  or  partiality  on  the  part  of  the  judge  (the  exercise  of  a 
discretion  on  his  part  being  in  the  nature  of  the  case  required)  an  appellate 
court  will  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  such  judge  has  exercised  in 
determining  the  amount  of  damages.    (.See  Damages  23.) 

Levi  T.  Beed,-¥l,  481 
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6>    Appeal  flrom  P.  <|.— Amonnt  claliii«Ml. 

Hold,  that  although  the  amount  claimed  by  the  declaration  waa  made 
to  exceed  $2,000  by  including  interest  which  had  been  barred  by  prescrip- 
tion the  appeal  would  lie.    (Sse  Sueeetsion.) 

Ayotte  y,  Boacher.— Ix,  460. 

7<  Appeal— Blectlon  petitton— Prellmtnarjr  objectlona,  Jndffment   on,  not 
appealable— Sec.  48  eh.  11  SS  Tie. 

On  the  21st  April,  1877,  an  election  petition  was  fyled  in  the  Prothono- 
tary's  office  at  Murray  Bay,  district  of  Saguenay,  against  the  respondent. 
The. latter  pleaded  by  preliminary  objeptions  that  this  election  petition, 
rotice  of  its  presentation  and  copy  of  the  receipt  of  the  deposit  had  never 
been  Hervod  "jpon  him.  Judgment  was  given  maintaining  the  preliminary 
objections  and  dismissing  the  petition  with  costs.  The  petitioners,  there- 
upon, appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  under  38  Vic.  oh.  11  sec.  48. 

Held,  that  the  said  judgment  was  not  appealable,  and  that  under  that 
section  an  appeal  will  lie  only  from  the  decision  of  a  judge  who  has  tried  the 
merits  of  an  election  petition.    (Taschereau  and  Fournier  JJ.  dissenting.) 

Per  Strong  J.  (Richards  C.J.  concurring,)  that  the  hearing  of  the  pre- 
liminary objections  and  the  trial  of  the  merits  of  the  election  petition  are 
distinct  acts  of  procedure.    [But  see  now  S.  G.  A.  A.  1879  sec.  10.] 

Brassard  t.  Langerln.— II,  811. 

8.  Appeal— Blffbt  to.  In  Criminal  mattem— SS  Vie.  eta,  II  see.  4ft— Convletlon 
when  nnanlmona. 

In  Michaelmas  term,  1877,  certain  questions  of  law  reserved,  which  arose 
on  the  trial  of  the  appellants,  were  argued  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
for  Ontario,  composed  of  Harrison  C.J.  and  Wilson  J.,  the  third  judge  of  said 
court  being  absent ;  and  on  the  4th  February,  1878,  the  said  court,  composed 
of  the  same  judges,  delivered  judgment  affirming  the  conviction  of  the  appel- 
lants for  manslaughter. 

Held,  that  the  conviction  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  although 
affirmed  but  by  two  judges  was  unanimous,  and  therefore  not  appealable. 

Amer  t.  The  (taeen.— 11, 502. 

8*  Appeal— Final  Judgment— Demurrer— Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act. 

Held,  an  order  setting  aside  a  demurrer  as  frivolous  and  irregular  under 

the  l^ova  Scotia  Practice  Act  is  an  order  on  a  matter  of  practice  and  not  a 

final  judgment  appealable  under  the  11th  section  of  the  Supreme  and 

Exchequer  Court  Act. 

Kandlck  t.  Morrison.— 11, 13. 

lOt  Knle  or  order  aettlnK  aside  Judgment  and  execution— Appealable. 

T.  J.  W.  sued  F.  B.,  and  on  the  9th  June,  1873,  F.  B.  assigned  his  pro- 
perty undiBr  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869.    On  6th  August  F.  B.  became  party 
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to  a  deed  of  oomposition.  On  the  17th  October  F.  B.  pleaded  pui»  darrein ' 
continuance,  that  since  action  commenced  he  duly  assigned  under  the  Act, 
and  that  by  deed  of  oomposition  and  discharge  executed  by  his  creditors  he 
was  discharged  of  all  liability.  On  the  18th  November,  1873,  the  Insolvent 
Court  confirmed  the  deed  of  composition  and  P.  B.'s  discharge,  but  F.  B. 
neglected  to  plead  this  confirmation.  Judgment  was  given  in  favor  of  T.  J, 
W.  on  the  30th  January,  1874.  On  30th  May,  1876,  an  execution  under  the 
judgment  was  issued,  and  on  the  28th  June,  1876,  a  rule  niti  to  set  aside 
proceedings  was  obtained  and  made  absolute. 

Held,  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  rule  or  order  of  the  court  b«low  was 
one  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie. 

2.  Reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  that 
F.  B.,  having  neglected  to  plead  his  discharge  before  judgment,  as  he  might 
'  have  done,  was  estopped  from  setting  it  up  afterwards  to  defeat  the  exe> 
cution. 

Wallace  t.  Boisoni.-li.  488. 

Appeal— Mandamns— Supreme  and  Kzeheqner  Coart   Act*   ■•«•.  II,  17 
and  as. 

Held,  that  the  appeill  in  cases  of  tnandamua,  under  section  23  of  the 

Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  is  restricted  by  the  application  of  860. 
11  to  decisions  of  the  "  highest  court  of  final  resort"  in  the  Province;  and 
that  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from  any  court  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  but  the 
w  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    (Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting.)    Query:  Can 

the  Dominion  Parliament  give  an  appeal  in  a  case  in  which  the  legislature  of 
a  province  has  expressly  denied  it? 

The  appeal  was  quashed  with  costs,  which  included  general  costs  of  the 
appeal  up  to  hearing  of  motion  to  quash.  The  registrar  taxed  the  full  fee  of 
$25  on  argument  of  motion.  This  was  increased  to  $75  by  Henry  J.  The 
objection  to  the  jurisdiction  was  taken  by  motion,  and  also  in  respondent's 
factum. 

DaiUon  t.  Marqals.-Ul.  381. 

12.  Court  of  Bevlew  (P.<|.)— Appeal  direct  from— Security  for  coats  of  appeal- 
Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  sec  81— Supreme  Court  Rule  6. 

The  following  certificate  was  fyled  with  the  printed  case,  as  complying 
with  Rule  6  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rules:  "We,  the  undersigned,  joint  pro- 
thonotary  for  the  Superior  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  now  the  TTovinoe  of 
Quebec,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  said  defendant  has  deposited  in  our 
office,  on  the  twentieth  day  of  November  last,  the  siun  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars,  as  security  in  appeal  m  this  case,  before  the  Supreme  Court,  according 
to  section  (31)  thirty-first  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act,  passed  in  the  thirty- 
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eighth  y«ar  of  Her  Mcgesty,  chapter  Bocond.    Montreal,  \7th  Jtaaurj,  1878. 
Signed,  Hubert,  Honey  &  Qendron,  P.S.C." 

On  motion  to  quash  appeal,  Held,  per  Ritchie  CJ.  and  Strong,  Foumier 
and  Henry  J  J— The  depooit  of  the  sum  of  $500,  in  the  handa  of  the  prothono- 
tary  of  the  oourt  below,  made  by  appellant,  without  a  certificate  that  it  was 
made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oourt  appealed  from,  or  any  of  its  judges,  was 
nugatory  and  ineffectual  as  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeaL 

Per  Henry  J. — Although  not  within  the  functions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
to  decide  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  security,  the  court  might  haTe  allowed 
appellant  reasonable  time  to  obtun  the  necessary  certificate,  had  it  been 
asked  to  do  so  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  appeal  was  first  inscribed, 
but  no  such  request  having  been  made  and  so  long  a  time  haying  elapsed, 
the  oourt  should  not  now  permit  such  a  course  to  be  taken. 

Per  Taschereau  J.— The  case  should  be  sent  back  to  the  court  below  in 
order  that  a  proper  certificate  might  be  obtained. 

Per  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.— An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  the  Court 
of  Review  (P.Q.)  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.    (Henry  J.  contra.) 

.r>  it  >  ,>v,  rM-v;  «.J5^,,..       Macdonald  T.  Abbott.—lU,  978. 

13.  Appeal— Order  ofeonrt  npon  Ita  own  officer,  when  obtained  by  m  third 
party,  to  a  flnal  order  appealable  under  ■««.  11  of  88  Tie.  ch.  11— Interest 
on  deposit  In  court  under  81  Tic.  cli.  12  and  87  Tie.  cli.  18— Oflleer  of 
court  not  entitled  to  Interest,  If  received  bj  blm— Sumnaary  Jnrlsdletton 
of  court  over  its  officers. 

Under  31.  Vic.  ch.  12,  and  37  Vic.  ch.  13,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  Dominion  cer* 
tain  lands  in  Yarmouth  county,  known  as  "Bunker's  Island."  In  acoor- 
dance  with  said  Acts,  on  the  2nd  April,  A.  D.  1875,  he  paid  into  the  hands 
of  W.,  prothonotary  at  Halifax,  the  sum  of  $6,180  as  compensation  and 
interest,  as  provided  by  those  Acts,  to  be  thereafter  appropriated  among 
the  owners  of  said  island.  This  sum  was  paid  at  several  times,  by  order  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  to  one  A.,  as  owner,  to  one  G.,  as  mort- 
gagee, and  to  others  entitled,  less  ten  dollars.  As  the  money  had  remained 
in  the  hands  of  W,,  the  prothonotary  of  the  oourt,  for  some  time,  H., 
attorney  for  G.,  applied  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  an  order  of  the  court  call- 
ing  upon  W.,  the  prothonotary,  to  pay  over  the  interest  upon  G's.  propor- 
tion of  the  moneys,  which  interest  (H.  was  informed)  had  been  received  by 
the  prothonotary  from  the  bank  where  he  had  placed  the  amount  on  deposit. 
W.  resisted  the  application  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  answerable  to 
the  proprietor  of  the  principal,  or  to  the  court,  for  interest,  but  did  not  deny 
that  interest  had  been  received  by  him.     A  rule  nisi  was  granted  by 
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the  court  and  made  absolute,  ordering  the  prothonotary  to  pay  whatever 
rate  of  interest  he  received  on  the  amount. 

Held,  1.  That  the  prothonotary  was  not  entitled  to  any  interest  which 
the  amount  deposited  earned  while  under  the  control  of  the  court.  That, 
in  ordering  the  prothonotary  to  pay  over  the  interest  received  by  him,  the 
court  was  simply  exercising  the  summary  jurisdiction  which  each  of  the 
'  Superior  Courts  has  over  all  its  immediate  officers.  (Foumier  and  Henry  JJ, 
dissenting.) 

2.  That  the  order  appealed  from,  being  a  decision  on  an  application  by 
a  third  party  to  the  court,  was  appealable  under  the  1 1  th  sec.  of  38  Vio.  oh. 
11.    (Foumier  J.  dissenting,  and  Tasohereau  J.  doubting.) 

Wllklns  V.  Geddes.-lli,  208. 

14.   Election  appe*!— Votlee  of  Mettlnir  dewn  tor  hearlmv. 

Held,  notice  of  setting  down  an  election  appeal  for  hearing  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  exercise  of  any  jurisdiction  by  the  Supreme  Court  to 

hear  the  appeal. 

North  Ontario  Election  Cue,  Wheler  t.  eibbB.~lll.  tl4. 

15>  4|aeen'B  Oonnaiel,  power  of  appointment  of— Bale   abHolnte    vrsntlBg 
precedenre  to— Appeal  -  Jnrladletton. 

By  37  Vic.  eh.  20,  N.S.  (1874),  the  Lieutenant-Governor  of  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia  was  authorized  to  appoint  provincial  officers  under  the  name 
^  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law  for  the  Province.  By  37  Vic. 
oh.  21,  N.S.  (1874),  the  Lieutenant  Governor  was  authorised  to  grant  to  any 
member  of  the  bar  a  patent  of  precedence  in  the  counts  of  the  Province  of 
Nova  Scotia.  R.,  the  respondent,  was  appointed  by  the  Governor  General 
on  the  27th  December,  1872,  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada,  a  Queen'n 
Counsel,  and  by  the  uniform  practice  of  the  court  he  had  precedence  over 
all  members  of  the  bar  not  holding  patents  prior  to  his  own.  By  letters 
patent,  dated  26th  May,  1876,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  Province,  and 
signed  by  the  lieutenant-Governor  and  Provincial  Secretary,  several  mem- 
bers of  the  bar  were  appointed  Queen's  (Counsel  for  Nova  Scotia,  and  prece- 
dence was  granted  to  them,  as  well  as  to  other  Queen's  Counsel  appointed 
by  th'd  Governor  General  after  the  1st  of  July,  1867.  A  list  of  Queen's 
Counsel  to  whom  precedence  had  been  thus  given  by  the  Lieutenant- 
CU>vemor  was  published  in  the  Royal  Gazette  of  the  27th  May,  1876,  and  the 
name  of  R.,  the  respondent,  was  included  in  the  list,  but  it  gave  precedence 
and  preaudience  before  him  to  several  persons,  including  appellants,  who 
did  not  ei\joy  it  before.  Upon  affidavits  disclosing  the  above  and  other 
facts,  and  on  producing  the  original  commission  and  letters  patent,  R.,  on 
the  3rd  January,  1877,  obtuned  a  rule  niti  to  grant  him  rank  and  prece- 
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dence  over  all  Queen's  Couniel  appoiAted  in  and  for  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  since  the  26th  December,  1872,  and  to  set  aside,  so  far  m  they 
affected  R.'s  precedence,  the  letters  patent,  dated  the  26th  May,  1876.  This 
rule  wai  made  absolute  by  the  Supramn  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  on  the  26th 
March,  1877.  A  preliminary  objection  wna  raised  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  hear  the  appeal. 

Heldt  tbat  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  one  from  which  an 
appeal  would  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  (Foumier  J.  dissenting.) 
(For  the  decision  on  the  merits  see  Legitlaiure  4.) 

Lenoir  t.  Bltchle.-lll,  676. 

16.  A|>p««l— Original  Court  not  m  Superior  Court— Judyment  not  appvalable 
-Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Aet  a«e.  17. 

Held,  On  a  motion  to  quash,  that  an  appeal  will  not  lie  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  in  oases  in  which  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  is  not  a 
Superior  Court,  and  that  the  Court  of  Wills  and  Probate  for  tne  County  of 
Lunenburg,  Nova  Scotia,  is  not  a  Superior  Court  within  the  meaning  of  the 
17  sec.  of  "The  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act."  '  ■ 

Beamish  v.  Kanlbact.--lll,  764. 

Ill  Appeal— Final  Judgment- Judicial  proceeding— 48  Vic.  ch.  80  Reee.  S  and 

In  an  action  instituted  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  Province  -of  Quebec 
by  the  appellant  against  M.  A.  C.  and  nine  other  defendants,  the  respond- 
ents, three  of  the  defendants,  severally  demurred  to  the  appellant's  action, 
except  as  regards  two  lots  of  land,  in  which  they  acknowledged  the  appellant 
had  an  undivided  share.  The  Superior  Court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and, 
on  appeal,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side) 
affirmed  the  judgment.  The  appellant  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  moved  to  qunsh  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  Supreme 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Held,  that  as  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (the  highest 
court  of  last  resort  having  jurisdiction  in  the  Province)  finally  determined 
and  put  an  end  to  the  appeal,  which  was  a  judicial  proceeding  within  the 
meaning  of  sec.  9  of  "The  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879,"  such 
judgment  was  one  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada ;  and  though  an  appeal  cannot  be  taken  from  a  court  of  first  instance 
directly  to  the  Supreme  Co'irt  until  there  is  a  final  judgment,  yet,  whenever 
a  Provincial  Court  of  Appeal  has  jurisdiction,  this  court  can  entertain  an 
appeal  from  its  judgment  finally  disposing  of  the  appeal,  the  case  being  in 
other  respects  a  proper  subject  of  appeal. 

Ohevalier  r.  CaTtllier.-lT,  60S. 
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18»  App«»l-Flnal  Jndcmcnt— Demurrer— Srd  sec.  ■upreme  Court  Aiiica4> 
men*  Act,  1S79-8S  Tic.  eli.  16  (Insolvent  Act,  1875)  sec.  ISe  and  137, 
Coaatrnction  of-Intra  virea— Pnrctaaae  of  iroodii  by  IniiolTent  onUMc 
of  Dominion  of  Canada-Pleadlnvs. 

'   '  T.  et  al.,  merchants  carrying  on  business  in  England,  brought  an  acticu 

for  $4,000  on  the  common  counts  against  J.  S.  et  ah,  and  m  order  to  bring  0. 
et  al.  within  the  purview  of  sec.  136  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875,  by  a  special 
count  alleged  in  their  declaration  that  a  purchase  of  goods  was  made  by  8. 
et  al.,  from  them  on  the  13th  March,  1879,  and  another  purchase  on  the  2{hJi 
March  of  the  same  year;  that  when  S.  et  al.  made  the  said  purchases  they 
had  probable  cause  for  believing  themselves  to  be  unable  to  meet  their 
engagements  and  concealed  the  fact  from  P.  et  al.,  thereby  becoming  their 
creditors  with  intent  to  defraud  F.  et  al.  J.  S.  (appellant),  amongst  other 
pleas,  pleaded  that  the  contract  out  of  which  the  alleged  cause  of  action 
arose,  was  made  in  England  and  not  in  Canada.  To  this  plea  P.  et  al.  demtu^ 
red.  It  was  agreed  that  the  pleadings  were  to  be  treated  as  amended  by 
alleging  that  the  defendants  were  traders  and  British  subjects,  resident  and 
domiciled  in  Canada  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  goods  in  question  and 
had  subsequently  become  insolvents  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875,  and 
amendments  thereto. 

Held,  Taschereau  and  Rwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  although  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  was  a  decision  on  a  demurrer  to  part  of  the  action  only, 
it  was  a  final  judgment  in  a  judicial  proceeding  within  the  meaning  of  the 
3rd  sec.  of  the  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879. 

Shields  T.  Feak.—Tili,  889. 

19.  Appeal— Judgment  by  eonrt  of  Aopeal,  partly  final  partly  Interloentory 
—BITect  of— Experts,  reference  to. 

t^f,,^  St.  L.  claimed  of  S.  $2,125.75,  balance  due  on  a  building  contract.  S. 
denied  the  claim,  and,  by  incidental  demand,  claimed  $6,368  for  damages 
resulting  from  defective  work.  The  Superior  Court,  on  27th  March,  1877, 
gave  judgment  in  favor  of  St.  L.  for  the  whole  amount  of  his  claim,  dis- 
missing S's.  incidental  demand.    This  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Court 

;  of  Review,  on  the  29th  December,  1877.  St.  L.  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  on  the  24th  November,  1880,  that  court  held  that  St. 
L.  was  entitled  to  the  balance  claimed  by  him,  from  which  should  be 
deducted  the  cost  of  rebuilding  the  defectively  constructed  work,  and  in 
order  to  ascertain  such  cost,  the  case  was  remitted  to  the  Superior  Court,  by 

I        whom  experts  were  appointed  to  ascertain  the  damage,  and,  on  their  report, 

{  the  Superior  Court,  on  the  I8th  June,  1881,  held  that  it  was  bound  by  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and,  deducting  the  amount  awarded 
by  the  experts  from  the  balance  claimed  by  St.  L.,  gave  judgment  for  (he 
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diiferenoe:    This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on 
the  19th  January,  1882.  ^'*'* '" 

Held;  on  appeal,  that  the  judgment  of  thd  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of 
the  24th  November,  1880,  was  a  final  judgment  on  the  merits,  and  that  the 
Superior  Court,  when  the  case  was  remitted  to  it,  rightly  held  that  it 
was  bound  by  that  judgment,  and  that  St.  L.  was  entitled  to  the  balance 
thereby  found  due  to  him. 

Per  Foumier  J. — 1.  That  the  judgment  of  the  24th  November,  1880, 
though  interlocutory  in  that  part  of  it  which  directed  the  reference  to 
experts,  was  final  on  the  other  points  in  litigation,  and  could  therefore  have 
properly  been  appealed  from  as  a  final  judgment. 

2.  That  although  on  an  appeal  from  a  final  judgment  an  appellant  may 
have  the  right  to  impugn  an  interlocutory  judgment  rendered  in  the  cause, 
yet  he  loses  this  right  if  he  voluntarily  and  without  reserve  acts  upon  such 
interlocutory  judgment. 

Shaw  T.  St*  IoaiB.-TUl,  835. 

20.  Mew  trial— Life  Inimrance— Power  of  conrt  to  net  aside  verdict  and  enter 
aaother-37  Vic.  cb.  7  nettm. 82  and  33«  Ont.— Sees.  9M,  388 ch.  50  Rev. Stats. 
Ont.-SS  Tic.  ch.  II  sees.  20,  83. 

In  an  action  on  a  life  policy  tried  before  a  judge  and  a  jury,  in  accord- 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  37  Vic.  oh.  7  sec.  32,  Ont.,  the  learned  judge,  in 
place  of  requiring  the  jury  to  render  a  general  verdict,  directed  them  to 
answer  certain  questions,  and  the  jury  having  answered  all  the  questions  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  judge  entered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Upon  a 
rule  nisi  to  show  cause  why  this  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  non- 
suit or  a  verdict  entered  for  defendants  pursuant  to  the  "  Iaw  Reform  Act," 
or  a  now  trial  had  between  the  parties,  said  verdict  being  contrary  to  law 
and  evidence,  and  the  finding  virtually  for  the  defendants,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  made  the  rule  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
The  appellant  then  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  and  the 
court  being  equally  divided,  the  appeal  was  dismissed. 

Held,  Tasohereau  J.  dissenting,  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had 
no  power  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and  direct  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants  in  direct  opposition  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  on 
a  material  issue.  That  the  court  below  might  have  ordered  a  new  trial  upon 
the  ground  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  the  questions  submitted  to  them 
was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  but  they  exercised  their  discretion  in 
declining  to  act,  or  in  not  acting,  on  this  ground;  and  therefore  no  appeal 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  would  lie  on  such  ground,  under  sec.  22,  38 
Vio.ch.  11. 
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•ffA  That  if  an  amendment  to  a  plea  was  authorized  by  the  oourt  below,  but 

Buoh  amendment  was  never  actually  made,  the  Supreme  Coiut  has  no  powa> 

<,      to  consider  the  case  as  if  the  amendment  had  in  effect  been  uiade.    [But 
<    see  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Courts  Amendmeut  Act,  1380.] 

<l^  Per  Gwynne  J.— That  the  plaintiff  never  could  have  been  non-suitedin 

.^  :l    virtue  of  37  Vic,  ch.  7  sec.  33  Ontario,  as  it  is  only  where  it  can  be  said  that 

>:     there  is  not  any  evidence  in  support  of  the  plaintifi^s  case,  that  a  non-suit 

can  be  entered ;  and  that  in  this  case,  the  proper  verdict  which  the  law 

required  to  be  entered  upon  the  answers  of  the  jury  was  one  in  favor  of  the 

-,    plaintiff*. 

[This  case  was  appealed,  and  the  Lords  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 

.:...      Privy  Council  affirmed  the  first  holding  of  the  Supreme  Court.    As  to  the 

,  ^     second  holding,  it  was  held  tliat  the  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  sec. 

,7.  38,  gives  the  Supreme  Court  power  to  give  any  judgment  which  the  court 
below  might  or  ought  to  have  given,  and  amongst  other  things  to  order  a  new 

■r^\  trial  on  the  ground  either  of  misdirection  or  the  verdict  being  against  the 
weight  of  evidence ;  and  that  power  was  not  taken  away  by  section  22  in  this 
case  in  which  the  coxut  below  did  not  exercise  any  discretion  as  to  the  quen- 
tion  of  a  new  trial,  and  where  the  appeal  from  their  judgment  did  not  relate 
to  that  subject.  See  Eeport  of  Case  6  App.  Cases,  644.  The  judgment  of  the 
Judicial  Committee  will  also  be  found  printed  as  an  appendix  to  the  Supreme 
Court  Report.  See  also  Report  of  Case  in  41  U.  C.  Q.  B.  497,  and  in  3  Ont, 
Appeal  Rep.  331.] 

Moore  T.  The  Oonnectlcot  Mot.  life  los.  Co."-vi,  634. 

20  (a).  As  to  new  trial  on  Criminal  Appeal.  ,-     >;; 

.Sec  NBW  TRIAL  7.  ,,:i<;.f-;jy,»;,  v.■v^•■^.;V.  ■ijyr-:::>ii',. 

ai.  Appeal-Final  Jad^ment— Demurrer— Supreme  and  Exchequer  Coarl 
Ae«,  1875—9.  C.  Am.  Act,  ]87»— Case  defective,  not  having  formal  Judf 
ment— Costa  as  of  motion  to  quash. 

Action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.  The  defendants  by  their 
second  plea  justified  the  assault,  Ac,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satUj. 
issued  againsi  the  plaintiff  under  a  judgment  recovered  against  him. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff'  by  his  second  replication  alleged  that  the 
capias  was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  defendant's  attorney  in  blank  and 
filled  up  with  the  necessary  particulars  after  the  sealing  and  delivering. 

And  by  a  fourth  replication  to  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
the  writ  was  sealed,  issued  and  delivered  without  any  proecine  therefor 
having  been  filed  with  the  prothonotary. 

To  these  replications  the  defendants  demurred.  To  the  fourth  repli- 
cation the  defendants  pleaded  a  second  rejoinder  to  the  effect  that  forth- 
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with  after  the  issuing  of  the  writ  the  attorney  of  the  defendants  having  duly 
paid  the  legal  fees  transmitted  to  the  phrotonotary  a  suflBcient  and  proper 
prteoipe. 

To  this  second  rejoinder  the  plaintiff  demurred. 

Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  demurrers  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

The  defendants  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  the 
printed  case  contained,  in  addition  to  the  demurrer  book,  and  the  reasons 
for  judgment,  a  certified  extract  from  the  minutes  of  the  prothonotary  of 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  delivered  by  the  court  on  the  demurrers  : 

"  Demurrers  argued  30th  October  last,  when  the  court  took  time  to  con- 
sider. The  Chief  Justice  now  gives  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the 
demurrers.    Mr.  Justice  Peters  concurs ;  Mr.  Justice  Hensley  concurs." 

Held,  1.  The  case  was  defective  in  not  showing  that  a  judgment  had  been 
entered  up  on  the  demurrers. 

2.  Even  if  judgment  had  been  entered  up  such  judgment  would  not  be 
a  final  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Sup.  &  Ex.  Ct.  Act,  1875,  or  the  Sup.  Ct.  Amend.  Act  of  1879. 

Appeal  quashed  with  costs  of  a  motion  to  quash.  The  objection  to  the 
jurisdiction  was  taken  by  the  respondent  in  his  factum. 

Reld  et  al.  v.  Ramsay  .-6Ui  June,  1879. 

22.  Kew  trial— DnmMKeB*  exceafllve— Discretion— See.  28  M.O.  Act,  laTS— 8«c. 
4  S.  and  Ex.  C.  Am.  Act,  1880— Costs. 

The  plaintiff  declared  on  a  special  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  vessel  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  averring  the  performance  by  the  appellant  of 
all  conditions  precedent  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  payment 
by  the  respondent  of  the  agreed  price  of  the  said  vessel,  and  assigning  as  a 
breach  the  non-payment  of  the  said  price  by  defendant.  The  plaintiff 
further  declared  on  the  common  counts. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  non-delivery  of  the  vessel,  pay- 
ment and  set  off. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  chief  justice  of  Nova  Sootia  and  a  jury 
at  Amherst,  in  June  1878.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $3,000. 
A  rule  nisi  was  thereupon  taken  out  to  sot  aside  this  verdict,  and  this  rule 
the  court  below  made  absolute  on  the  ground  that  the  damages  were 
excessive,  observing  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  verdict 
was  objectionable  on  other  grounds. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Heidi  on  motion  to  quash, 
Henry  J.  dubitante,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  ordering  a  new  trial  on 
the  ground  of  excessive  damages,  proceeded  upon  matter  of  discretion  only, 
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and  that  such  judgment  was  not  appealable.     [But  aee  now  Sup.  &  Bz.  Ct. 
Am.  Act  1880,  sec.  4.] 

Appeal  quashed  with  the  general  costs  of  appeal  to  hearing.  By  fiat  of 
Taschereau  J.  a  counsel  fee  of  $50  on  motion  was  taxed. 

McGowanT.  Mockler— 18th  October,  1879. 

23.  App«Ml  quMhed  for  want  of  JnrlMdletlon-Terdlct  avatnst  weight  t 
evidence -ace.  90  and  29  Snp.C.  Act— Costs. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick,  mak- 
ing absolute  a  rule  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  for  a  new 
,         trial,  on  the  several  grounds  of  improper  reception  of  evidence,  misdirec- 
tion, and  because  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Held,  that  the  court  below  having  proceeded  as  well  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  as  on  the  law, 
the  appeal  came  within  sec.  22  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act,  and  would  not 
lie.    [But  see  now  S.  &  Ex.  Ct.  Am.  Act  1880,  sec.  4.] 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  without  costs,  the  appeal 
having  been  heard  exparie,  the  respondent  not  appearing. 

DomTlUe  T.  €ftmeron— 9th  February.  1880. 

24.  Conviction  for  violation  orileense  laws -Habeas  corpus,  motion  for- 
Jndffment  dismissing  not  appealable  wben  prisoner  Is  dlsdwrved  befofe 
appeal— Jurisdiction— R.S.  M.S.  cb.  75— B.S.  M.S.  cb.  99— Appeal -Costs. 

The  priisoner,  Simon  Fraser,  had  been  convicted  before  F.  A.  Laurence, 
Stipendiary  Magistrate  for  the  Town  of  Truro,  of  violating  the  license  laws 
in  force  in  the  town,  and  was  fined  $40  and  costs  as  for  a  third  offence. 
Execution  was  issued  in  the  form  given  in  the  Rev.  Stats,  ch.  75,  under  which 
Fraser  was  conomitted  to  jail.  While  there  he  was  convicted  of  a  fourth 
offence  and  fined  $80  and  costs,  and  was  detained  under  an  execution  in  the 
same  form.  The  matter  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  on 
a  motion  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  granted  by  Weatherbe  J.  under  ch.  99 
of  the  Rev.  Stats,  of  N.  S.,  of  "Securing  the  liberty  of  the  Subject"  The 
rule  was  discharged. 

It  appeared  that  before  the  institution  of  the  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  the  time  for  which  the  appellant  had  been  imprisoned  bad 
expired  and  he  was  at  large. 

On  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  Held,  that  an 
■         appeal  will  not  lie  in  any  case  of  proceedings  for  or  upon  a  writ  of  habeat 
corpus  when  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  appeal  the  appellant  is  at  large. 

Appeal  dismissed.  The  question  of  costs  was  reserved  and  subsequently 
the  court  ordered  that  the  respondent  should  be  allowed  his  general  costs 
of  the  appeal. 

IrsMr  T.  Tapper.-^lst  June,  188I. 
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85.  AwMl-AltowMM  t-mtrnwitj-^mt.  Sm*.  Ae*.  IMl,  .«♦,  4a. 

Where  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario,  under  sec,  43  Ont  Jud.  Act,  1881 
refused  leare  to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  CJourt  of  Canada,  the  matter  in  oon- 
troveny  being  onder  $1,000. 

■eli,  that  the  appeUant  should  be  permitted  to  pay  $500  into  the 
Supreme  Court  as  security  fbr  the  costs  of  tlie  appeal.  The  court  expressed 
great  doubts  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  section  mentioned.  (See 
Prmetiee—Seeurify.) 

ForrlsUil  t.  McBoMld^IUi  JToT.  1888. 

56.  H* awml  h«a>  OMrt  f  Qae««^  Bvarh  (P.<|.)  wke*  rjue  Ims  •riclmated 
!■  tke  Circ«lt  CmM  (P.<|.)-K«  cMts  of  appMil  whs.  •b|«etl«H  to  J«ri». 
«ictt«B  takes  kx  tke  oMwi. 

TTiis  was  an  ^peal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queens  Bench 
(P.Q.)  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  at  Three  RiverB,  setting 
aside  a  seizure  for  a  tax  of  $10  imposed  by  by-law  of  the  city  of  Three  Rivera 
on  strangers  and  non-resident*  selling  goods  by  samples.  The  case  was 
settled  and  agreed  to  by  both  parties,  who  took  no  objection  to  the  juria- 
dicticm. 

Held,  that  an  appeal  wiU  not  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from 

I  final  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (P.Q.)  in  cases  in  which  the 

.  court  of  original  jurisdiction  is  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Province  of  Quebec 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  without  costs,  the  olyeotion 
having  been  taken  by  the  court. 

rniis  precedent  was  followed  in  the  case  of  Th^  Mayor,  <te.,  of  Terre- 
hmtne  v.  The  Sisters  of  the  Providence  Asylum.    See  Jurisdiction  42.] 

I^IOT  T.Coryoratioi  of  City  of  Tfcree  Klvew.  <|8  CJ.J.  4»).-nth  Mot.  1888. 

^ '•  ■•ttoa  «•  reacted  aa  «r« 


•f  •  J«4s«  •r  Mm(  €«art  of  <|nc«a^i  Beach, 
VmyIbcc  mt  4|«efcec  audle  ta  CkM■kcrf^  or  to  compel  sacti  Jad^e  or 
Ci»«r«  to  loe^TC  aecarlty  rctased-Qavre  m  to  JnrladlctkMi  to  eatcrtala 
^••^  ftota  %.  B.,  IPr.  or  ^,  wlicre  oppoelttoa  flied  to  aeiaare  aader 
czecatiOB  fte  aa  aawaat  lew  ttaa  tCMO-S.  C,  A.  Act,  1»7»,  sec,  8, 


Bouiget,  the  pLuntiff,  obtuned  a  judgment  in  the  Superior  Court  of 

Quebec  against  the  defendants  for  a  sum  of  $723,  and  issued  an  execution 

therefor  against  the  defendants'  immoveable  property,  in  virtue  of  which  a 

oertam  lot  and  building  were  seiied.    To  this  seiaure  the  defendants  filed 

Ml  opposition  on  the  ground  that  their  lato  father's  will,  under  which  they 

held  this  property,  contained  a  cUuse  prohibiting  them  to  alienate  it    To 

this  opposition  Bourget  filed  a  contestation,  but  tiie  Superior  Court  dismissed 

ttiis  contestation,  uid  maintained  the  defendants'  opposition,  holding  the 

prohibitian  to  aliviato  in  the  said  will  legal  and  vfclid,  and  quashing  the 

plaintifl's  seiiure  of  the  property.    The  pUintiff,  Bourget,  appealed  from 
16     ■ 
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that  judgment  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but  was  again  unsuoceiifiil 

and  his  appeal  was  dismissed. 

He  then  applied  to  Mr.  Ju«tioe  Tessier  of  the  Q.  B.,  in  Chambera,  for 
°"     leave  to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  but  was  refused,  on  the 

ground  that  an  appeal  would  not  lie  in  such  a  case,  under  sec.  8  of  the  S.  C. 

A.  Act,  1879. 

The  plaintiff  then  made  a  motion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  askiiig 

leave  to  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal 

side),  and  praying  that  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Tessier  be  rescinded,  and 

that  the  said  judge,  or  any  other  judge  of  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bendi) 

be  ordered  to  receive  security. 

Held,  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  conclu- 
i      sions  of  the  motion,  even  if  the  (kppell&nt  had  a  right  to  an  appeal  in  such  i 
Z-:     case.    (See  Jurisdiction  31.)  , 

> : '  Motion  refused  with  costs  fixed  at  $25. 

Bourget  F.  Blaacliard.— 29th  November,  1881 

28.  BailwRjr  actd  of  Nova  Scotia— Bailway,  appralaeinent  of  landf  for-Ordtr 
to  set  aside  proeeedlnars—Katoppel— Judgment  not  appealable. 

This  was  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  asking  it 
to  set  aside,  in  a  summary  manner,  the  whole  appraisement  of  land  damages 
awarded  to  be  paid  by  the  county  to  the  several  proprietors  of  lands  in 
Fiotou  county,  whose  lands  had  been  expropriated  for  the  line  of  railwaj 
extending  from  New  Glasgow,  in  Pictou  county,  to  the  Strait  of  Canso,  and 
known  as  the  Eastern  Extension.  This  appraisement  was  made  on  the 
assumption  that  under  the  contract  with  the  Nova  Scotia  Government  for 
•.  V  the  construction  of  this  line  of  railway,  and  the  statutes  relating  tliereto, 
.■'!■:  and  providing  for  the  expropriation  of  lands  for  right  of  way,  &o.,  appraise- 
ment of  damages  or  compensation  to  the  proprietor,  and  payment  thereof, 
the  right  of  way  was  furnished  to  the  company  free,  and  the  compensation 
for  land  damages  was  to  be  paid  after  appraisement  in  the  manner  pre 
scribed,  by  the  Custos  of  the  various  counties  through  which  the  line  ran 
issuing  debentures  for  the  amounts  due  to  the  proprietors,  which  debentuej 
were  to  be  redeemed  by  means  of  local  taxation. 

Before  the  Provincial  Government  of  Nova  Scotia  had  entered  into  the 
contract  for  the  construction  of  the  Eastern  Extension  Line,  and  while  tbej 
were  negotiating  therefor,  the  Nova  Scotia  Legislature,  on  the  4th  April, 
1876,  passed  ch,  3  of  the  Acts  of  1876,  to  enable  the  government  to  enter 
Into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  this  line  of  railway,  and  made  provi- 
sion thereby  for  the  payment  of  a  subsidy  and  grantfi  of  land  to  those  under 
taking  it,  and  for  the  expropriation  of  land  for  the  right  of  way  for  the  line- 
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On  the  same  date  ch.  74  of  the  Acts  of  1876  was  passed,  and,  in  order  to 
inoorporate  and  give  any  contractors  whose  tender  for  construction  should 
thereafter  be  accepted  the  same  corporate  powers  and  privileges  as  those 
mentioned  in  oh.  74,  oh.  4  of  the  Acts  of  1876  was  passed. 

By  sec.  36  of  ch.  74,  and  ako  by  sec.  6,  ch.  3,  Acts  of  1876,  certain  sees, 
of  oh,  70  of  the  Rev.  Stats.,  third  series,  are  incorporated  in  these  enact- 
ments and  made  applicable  to  this  line  of  railway,  which  sections  more  pa^ 
ticularly  relate  to  the  mode  of  acquiring  lands  for  the  right  of  way,  stationp, 
Ac,  the  procedure  for  appraising  damages,  and  the  mode  of  assessing  the 
various  counties  for  the  payment  of  the  amounts  awarded. 

Ch.  70  Rev.  Stats.,  third  series,  comprises  in  consolidated  form  all  enact- 
ments in  force  in  Nova  Scotia  at  that  date,  relating  to  provincial  railways. 
For  convenience  the  various  railway  companies  in  Nova  Scotia,  such  as  the 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Company,  the  Western  Counties  Railway 
Company,  (Sm  ch.  34  Acts  of  1868;  ch.  81  Acts  1870)  have,  in  obtaining 
their  Acts  of  incorporation,  availed  themselves  of  similar  clauses  from  oh.  70 
Rev.  Stats,  third  series,  by  express  enactment,  without  repeating  them  in 
the  Act  or  providing  other  machinery  for  the  expropriation  of  lands,  and  the 
ascertaining  of  land  damages.  ^ 

When  the  Rev.  Stats.,  4th  series,  was  prepared,  certain  Acts  of  the  Pro- 
vince not  re-enacted  were  continued  in  force,  and  among  them  so  much  o  f 
ch.  70  of  the  third  series  as  was  therein  specified.  (See  the*  Act  to  provide 
for  the  publication  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes,  30th.  April,  1873,  Rev. 
Stats,  fourth  series,  page  2. 

Mr.  Harry  Abbott,  having  entered  into  the  contract  with  the  Govern- 
ment for  the  oonstruction  of  this  line,  sought,  under  ch.  4  of  the  Aets  of  1876, 
incorporation  and  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  ch.  74  Acts  1876,  and 
obtained  a  certificate  of  incorporation  under  the  name  of  the  Halifax  and 
Cape  Breton  Railway  and  Coal  Company. 

The  oompany  was  organized  under  this  Act,  and  the  right  of  way  having 
been  obtained  under  the  statutes,  the  damages  were  appraised  and  the  work 
of  construction  began  and  was  carried  on. 

In  1877  an  order  was  made  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Nova  Scotia,  on  the  petition  of  a  number  of  the  property  owners  whose 
lands  would  be  afiected  by  the  building  of  the  railway,  directing  the  pro- 
thonotary  of  the  county  to  draw  and  striko  a  jury,  under  the  provisions  of 
oh.  70  of  the  Rev.  Stats.,  third  series,  to  appraise  the  lands  and  property 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  the  Eastern  Extension  Railway. 

In  1878  a  rule  nisi  was  taken  to  set  the  whole  prooeedings  aside,  but  a 
year  later  it  was  discharged  on  motion  of  the  party  who  had  obtained  it. 

18i 
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A  question  having  been  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  incorporation  of 
the  company  under  ch.  4  Acts  1876,  by  the  Local  Gtoremment,  and  legislation 
being  about  to  be  passed  to  remove  such  doubts,  another  rule  was  obtained 
in  1879,  on  the  ground  that  the  Halifax  and  Cape  Breton  Railway  and  Goal 
Company  had  no  legal  existence.  After  the  argument  of  this  rule,  and  before 
judgment,  chs.  66  and  70  of  the  Acts  of  1879  were  passed  by  the  Legislature 
of  Nova  Scotia.  After  hearing  the  Custos  of  the  county  by  counsel  before  a 
committee  of  the  Legislature,  two  sections  of  the  Act  were  added  in  the 
interest  of  the  coimtv. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  N.S.  held  that  the  Ooimty  of  Pictou  were  estopped 
by  these  statutes  last  mentioned  from  disputing  the  appraisement  of  the 
lands  taken,  and  by  their  act  in  issuing  debentures  to  parties  to  whom 
damages  had  been  awarded  for  the  lands  appropriated  to  the  railway,  some 
of  which  had  been  indorsed  to  third  parties.  (See  \  Buss.  &  Geldert,  448.) 
v^<.  f]^'.  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  not  one  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie,  there  being  no 
,,i  ,  finality  about  the  order  made  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  court  below  in 
1877,  which  was  what  this  appeal  sought  to  set  aside. 

Hockin  T.  Halinix  and  Gape  Breton  By.  A  Coal  Co.— ^th  Oct.  1880. 

29.  Of  Supreme  Court  and  judges  thereof— In  habeas  corpus,  in  criminal 
matter.      ^  ,       _^, 

See  HABEAS  CORPUS  2,  3.  "       '' 

30.  Demarrer— Jadvoaent  on,  not  final. 

On  appeal  brought  from  a  judgment  over-ruling  a  demurrer  to  some  of 
the  counts  of  a  declaration  only,  and  not  from  the  final  judgment  on  the 
("    whole  case, 

^''*'         Held,  that  the  appeal  must  be  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but 
"  liberty  given  to  appeal  on  whole  case  upon  certain  terms.    (For  full  state- 
ment of  facts  see  Damages  25.) 
gal  •  Bank  B.ir.A.  t.  Walker .-asnd  Jane,  1883. 

31.  Appeal  from  Qaebee-JndKmient—Snpreme  Court  Act,  1879,  see.  8-Opp»* 
■ition  to  selBnre  for  an  amount  under  9a,Oeo-^Appeal  qnaateed  for  wait 
or  JnrisdtetloB— Without  coats. 

The  contestation  in  question  arose  on  an  opposition  put  in  by  the 
respondent  to  a  seizure  which  the  appellant  had  caused  to  be  made  of  the 
immoveable  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  cause  in  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
execution,  based  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  appellant  against  the  defen- 
dant for  $640. 

The  respondent  in  his  opposition  ^eged  that  he  was  a  creditor  of  the 
defendant  for  $31,000,  and  he  asked  the  nullity  of  the  seizure  on  the  ground 
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that  by  a  certain  agreement  dated  the  17th  Ootober,  1876,  it  had  been 
stipulated  that  no  property  of  the  defendant  should  be  sold  without  the 
respondent's  consent.  The  defer'lant  was  a  building  society,  and  the 
respondent  further  alleged  that  the  a^pell»nt,  as  one  of  the  directors  of  the 
society  had  become  a  party  to  and  ought  to  be  boimd  by  the  agreement 
mentioned.  This  opposition  was  maintained  by  the  Superior  Court,  and  also 
by  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  appeal  did 
not  come  within  any  of  the  cases  mentioned  in  42  Vic.  ch.  39  sec.  8  (Sup. 
Ct.  Amendment  Act,  1879,)  providing  for  appeals  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  The  demand  was  for  a  sum  of  money  amounting  only  to  $640 ; 
the  opposition  was  not  for  any  particular  sum  and  did  not  ask  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  of  $31,000,  but  attacked  only  the  seizure  for  $640  and 
sought  to  interfere  with  the  execution  of  a  judgment  for  that  sum ;  the 
amount  in  dispute  therefore  was  this  $640,  and  the  question  of  jurisdiotion  was 
governed  by  this  amount  and  not  by  the  value  of  property  seized,  although 
such  value  exceeded  the  sum  of  $2,000.    Henry  J.  dissenting. 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  without  costs,  the  objection 
having  been  raised  by  the  court. 

Champoax  t.  Laplerre.— 19tta  June,  1883. 

82.  Final  Judflrment— R«T.  Stats.  N.!).  4tli  aeries,  eh.  94  aec.  06— Order  of  a 
JuAge  returning  leave  to  defend,  after  Judgment  entered  by  deflanlt— Pro- 
cedure. 

This  is  an  action  of  replevin  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 

Scotia  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant  and  appellant  to  recover  one 

hundred  and  twenty-five  barrels  of  flour.    The  plaintiffs  were  endorsees  of  a 

bill  of  lading  of  the  goods  sued  for,  which  were  held  by  the  defendant  as 

Ireight  agent  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  Truro. 

The  action  was  begun  on  the  9th  day  of  April,  A.D.,  1881,  and  the  goods 
were  replevied  and  the  writ  was  served  upon  the  defendant  on  the  same  day. 

A  default  was  marked  on  the  25th  April,  1881.  Subsequently,  on  the 
10th  day  of  September,  1881,  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  caused  to  be  issued  a 
writ  of  inquiry,  imder  which  damages  were  assessed  imder  the  provisions  of 
sec.  56  ch.  94  Rev.  Stats,  of  Nova  Scotia,  foiurth  series. 

An  order  niai  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  defttult  and  letting  in  the 
defendant  to  defend,  was  taken  out  on  the  11th  October,  1881,  and,  on  argu- 
ment, was  discharged  with  costs  by  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  James,  presiding 
at  chambers. 

From  the  last  named  order  an  appeal  was  had  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Nova  Scotia,  which  confirmed  the  judgment.    (4  Russ.  &  Geld.  168.) 
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Seo.  75  of  oh.  94  of  the  Bev.  Stata.  of  Nova  Scotia,  fourth  series,  enaoti 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  oourt  or  a  judge,  upon  such  terms  as  to  costs 
or  otherwise  as  they  shall  think  fit,  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  final 
judgment,  to  let  in  the  defendant  in  any  action  or  appeal  to  defend  the  same 
upon  an  application  supported  by  satisfactory  affidavits  accounting  for  his 
non-appearance,  and  disclosing  a  defence  upon  the  merits  with  the  particular 
grounds  thereof :  and  affidavits  shall  not  be  received  in  reply  unless  the 
.  court  or  judge  shall  otherwise  order. 

On  appeal  to  th,e  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  was  not  a  final  judgment  within  the  meaning  of  seo.  3  of  the 
Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879,  and  was  not  appealable. 

Held,'  also,  that  if  the  court  could  entertain  the  appeal,  the  matter  was 
one  of  procedure  and  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  below,  and 
this  court  would  not  interfere. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Gladwin  v.  CammlngB,— 3rd  NoTenber,  1888. 

33.  Appeal— Justice  uf  the  peace-Certlorarl-Conrt  of  orlylnal  JarlsdletlMi 
not  a  superior  court— No  appeal. 

Conviction  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  defendant  for  selling  liqoor 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  "The  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,"  in  the 
I  Globe  Hotel,' in  Portage  La  Prairie,  in  the  county  of  Marquette  West,  in  the 
Province  of  Manitoba. 

The  conviction  and  papers  connected  therewith  were  brought  before  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Manitoba,  by  writ  of  certiorari,  and  on  the 
papers  bo  brought  before  the  court,  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  conviction  was 
on  motion  granted,  and  was  after  argument  made  absolute. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  appeal  would 
not  lie,  the  cause  not  having  arisen  in  a  Superior  Court  of  original  jurisdic- 
tion. 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction.     The  question  of  costs  wai 

reserved.    The  court  subsequently  determined  that  the  respondent  should 

have  the  costs  of  appeal,  although  the  objection  had  been  taken  by  the 

court. 

The  Queen  t.  NeTlns.-Jan.  18tb,  1884-a8rd  Mar,  1884. 

34.  Appeal— Final  Judgment— Supreme  and  exchequer  courtu  act,  1M75,  see* 
2S— Supreme  court  amendment  act,  1879,  sec.  »— Promissory  note  over* 
due  In  hands  of  payee -Garnishee  clauses,  €■  I<^  P.  act— Payment  by 
maker  Into  court  by  order  ofa Judge,  elfect  of. 

An  abtion  was  brought  by  repondent  as  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note 
made  by  appellants  in  favor  of  one  J.  A.,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  respon- 
dent.   The  appellants  pleaded  that  the  amount  of  the  note  had  been 


« 
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attached  in  their  hands  by  one  of  A'b.  judgment  creditors  and  paid,  under 
the  garnishee  clauses  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  P.  E.  I.,  trans- 
cripts of  sees.  60  to  67  inclusive  of  the  English  C.  L  P.  Act,  1854.  To  thia 
plea  respondent  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  debt  was  not  one  which 
could  properly  be  attached,  and  on  the  5th  February,  1883,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  P.  E.  I.  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  respondent  on  the  demurrer.  No 
rule  for  judgment  on  the  demurrer  was  taken  out  by  the  respondent.  On  the 
19th  March  following  an  order  was  obtained  to  ascertain  amount  of  debt 
and  damages,  for  which  final  judgment  was  to  be  entered,  and  judgment  was 
signed  for  the  respondent  on  the  2nd  May  following.  The  appellants  then 
appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  .of  Canada. 

On  motion  to  quash  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  was  contended  on  behalf 
of  respondent  that  the  appellant  should  have  appealed  from  the  judgment 
rendered  on  the  demurrer  on  the  5th  February,  1883,  and  within  thirty  days 
from  that  date  ;  but,  ,f  »  .7 

field,  that  the  judgment  entered  on  the  2nd  May,  1883,  was  the  "  final 
judgment "  in  the  case  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie  to  the  Supreme 
Court.  / 

Held,  also,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  an  overdue 
promissory  note  in  the  hands  of  the  payee  is  liable  to  be  attached  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  and  payment  by  the  garnishee  of  the 
amount  to  the  judgment  creditor  of  the  payee,  in  pursuance  of  a  judge's 
order,  is  a  valid  discharge. 

^'  Boblee  t.  Bankln.-xl,  137. 

35>  In  matter  of  procedure  Court  of  Appeal  shoultf  not  Interfere— Amended 
plea«,  motion  to  add— Insufficiency  of  affldaTlt— Stajln^  proceedlnsa  on 
Interlocutory  Judyment-CCP.  art.  1130,  C.S.Ii.C.  ok.  77  see.  26. 

Respondent  sued  appellant  on  his  promissory  note,  and  the  action  was 
returned  into  court  on  the  22nd  June,  1883. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1883,  appellant  fyled  a  plea  of  payment.  On  the  3rd 
September,  1^83,  the  case  was  inscribed  for  proof  and  hearing  at  the  same 
time,  under  art.  243  of  the  C.  C.  P.  L.  C,  for  the  i7th  day  of  September,  1883. 

On  the  i4th  September,  1883,  appellant  served  a  motion  for  permission 
to  iyle  new  pleas,  on  the  respondent's  attorney.     '     ■ 

This  motion  was  made  on  the  17th  September  and  reftised  by  the  court 
on  the  18th,  the  day  following. 

The  reasons  given  by  the  Superior  Court,  in  the  interlocutory  judgment 
for  refusing  appellant's  demand,  was  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit  in 
support  thereof. 

The  appellant  served  notice  of  his  intention  to  appeal  from  this  interlo- 
cutory judgment  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
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On  the  20th  September,  1884,  the  respondent  moved  for  and  obtained 
Judgment  from  the  Superior  Court,  and  this  judgment  wm  afSrmed  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  on  the  8th  of 
February,  1884. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  C.J.  and 
'  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.,  that  on  a  question  of  procedure  the  court  should 
not  interfere. 

Per  Fournier  and  Honry  J  J. -.The  affidavit  filed  by  the  appellant  in 
support  of  tils  amended  plea  was  insufficient,  not  being  sufficiently  positive 
and  precise. 

Per  Taschereau  J. — Only  a  rule  for  leave  to  appeal  would  have  the 
effect  of  staying  proceedings,  not  a  mere  service  of  a  motion  for  leave  to 
appeal  (art.  1120  C.  0.  P.  and  C.  S.  L.  C.  ch.  77  sec.  26.) 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

UswBon  T.  Vaion  Bank.— 17th  February,  188S. 

36.  Judvineiit— On  an  oppoMltlon  elalmlny  leas  than  ta.ooo— ■npreme  Coart 
Act,  1879,  aec.  8^-^uebec,  appeal  fSrom— Costs. 

The  appellants,  being  creditors  of  the  late  Isaac  Qouvemeur  Ogden, 
Sheriff*  of  the  District  of  Tliree  Bivers,  sued  and  obtained  a  judgment  on  the 
16th  March,  1874,  against  his  sole  heir,  Isaac  Low  Evans  Ogden,  for  1528.83 
with  interest. 

The  latter  having  died,  the  appellants  recovered  another  judgment,  on 
the  18th  January,  1881,  declaring  that  the  former  could  be  enforced  by 
execution  against  his  representative,  Charles  Kinnis  Ogden,  to  the  extent  of 
$231  with  interest  and  costs. 

By  virtue  of  the  last  judgment,  the  appellants  caused  to  be  made  a 
seizure  of  an  immoveable  derived  from  the  succession  of  Sheriff  Ogden  by 
Isaac  Low  Evans  Ogden,  and  from  the  succession  of  the  latter  by  Charles 
Elinnis  Ogden. 

The  respondents  contested  the  seizure  of  that  lot  of  land,  by  an  opposi- 
tion dfin  de  distraire. 

They  alleged  in  their  opposition,  that  Isaac  Low  Evans  Ogden  had  sold 
them  the  land  seized,  for  the  price  of  $2,000  paid  cash,  and  they  prayed  that 
they  might  be  declared*  the  true  owners  and  proprietors  of  the  said  lot  of 
land,  and  that  the  seizure  of  it  might  be  annulled  and  set  aside. 

The  appellants  contested  this  opposition,  pleading  several  pleas,  impugn- 
ing the  alleged  sale  and  the  title  of  the  respondents  to  the  land  in  question. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from  the  judgment  rendered 
by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  i-eversing  the  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  on  this  contestation.  Held,  that  the  opposition  having 
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been  filed  in  a  suit  in  which  the  amount  in  dispute  was  less  than  |2,000,  the 
appeal  would  not  lie.  (Maefarlane  t.  Leelaire,  15  Hoo.  P.  C.  C.  181,  referred 
to;  also  Champoux  v.  fMpierre.    See  Jurisdiction  31.) 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  without  costs,  a  motion  to 
quash  not  having  been  made  at  the  earliest  covenient  moment. 

fiendron  t.  MeDong»ll.-4th  Marcb,  1885. 

37>  ladffment  by   Conr*   of  Appeal    qnaaliliic   interim    Imjniietlon— Bfot 
•ppcalBbie* 

In  this  case,  on  the  Ist  September,  1883,  Mr.  Justice  Torrance,  of  the 

Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  ordered  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  injunction, 

returnable  on  the  30th  day  of  October,  then  next,  enjoining  the  respondents 

and  certain  other  persona  named  from  issuing  or  dealing  with  certain  bond  s 

'    untU  otherwise  ordered  by  the  said  court  or  a  judge  thereof. 

About  the  13th  November,  1883,  the  Canada  Atlantic  Railway  Company 
presented  a  motion  to  queuh  the  injunction.  On  the  13th  December  follow- 
ing, Mr.  Justice  Mathieu,  of  the  Superior  Court,  declared  that  the  said  writ 
of  injunction  had  been  issued  without  reason  (aana  cause)  and  he  sus- 
pended it  until  the  final  adjudication  of  the  action  on  the  merits. 

Both  the  appellants  and  respondents  appealed  from  this  judgment  to 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side),  which  court,  on  the  2l8t  of 
January,  1885,  rendered  judgment  quashing  the  injunction  absolutely. 

On  the  9th  of  February  following,  the  appellants  gave  notice  of  their 
intention  to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  on  the  19th 
February  presented  a  petition  to  Mr.  Justice  Monk,  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  the  allowance  of  the  appeal.  On  the  20th  of 
February  Mr.  Justice  Monk  rendered  judgment,  refusing  to  allow  the  appeal 
on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  quashing  the  writ  of  injunction  was  not  a 
final  judgment,  and  "notwithstanding  the  offer  and  sufficiency  of  the 
security."  On  the  27th  of  February  the  appellants,  by  theur  attorneys,  served 
notice  of  their  intention  to  move  before  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
allowed  to  give  proper  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  that  court,  or  of  a  judge 
thereof,  for  the  prosecution  of  their  appeal  to  that  court,  notwithstanding 
the  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  accept  said  security,  and  notwithstanding 
the  lapse  of  thirty  days  from  the  rendering  of  thc/judgment  from  which  they 
desired  to  appeal,  and  further  to  obtain  an  extension  of  time  for  settling  the 
case  in  appeaL 

This  motion  came  before  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  in  chambers,  on  the  5th 
March,  who  enlarged  it  into  coiirt,  and  it  was  on  the  same  day  argued  at 
length  before  the  court. 
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Hold,  that  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side), 
quashing  the  interim  injunction;  was  not  a  final  judgment  from  which  an 
appeal  would  lie.    Motion  refused.        •   ...        -,'    ».  .  •    ,       ^^ 

Stanton  t.  Canada  Atlantic  By.  Go.  (2t  CLJ.  355    IStli  March,  1885. 

38.  Interim  Injnnctlou   obtaintd  ex  parte— Order  dissolvliis— No   appeal 
ftrom— Trespass— Appeal. 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defen- 

,  dants  on  the  10th  of  October,  1884,  and  in  the  statement  of  claim  the  plaintiff 

claimed  damages  for  the  alleged  acts  of  trespass,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain 

the  defendants  firom  proceeding  with  the  digging  of  trenches  and  laying  of 

pipes. 

An  ex  parte  restraining  order  was  granted  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  Nova 

Scotia,  on  the  application  of  plaintiff's  counsel  without  notice  to  the  defen  * 

dant,  and  on  the  affidavit  of  tlfe  plaintiff  alone. 

On  the  18th  day  of  October  notice  of  motion  was  served  on  the  plaintiff 
,  to  set  aside  said  restraining  order,  and  on  argument  of  the  motion  before  Mr. 
Justice  Thompson,  an  order  passed  on  the  25th  day  of  October,  1884,  dissolv- 
ing said  injunction. 

From  this  order  the  plaintiff"  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 
Scotia  in  Banco.  On  the  24th  day  of  January,  1 885,  that  court  made  an  order 
dismissing  the  said  appeal. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  order  of  the 

Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  was  not  one  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie. 

Appeal  quashed  with  costs. 

Kearney  t.  Dickson.— 8tb  May,  1885. 

39.  Mew  trial  ordered  by  Court  below— Terdlct  affalnst  welglit  of  evldenee. 

Held,  that  the  Supreme  Court  will  not  hear  an  appeal  where  the  court 
below,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  has  ordered  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Eureka  Woollen  Mills  Co.  t.  Moss.— xl,  91. 

40<  Action  for  Instalment  of  cburch  rates,  under  92,000— Not  ftpposlable. 

On  the  27th  June,  1874,  by  deed  executed  before  notary,  duly  registered, 
Joseph  Ross  Hutchins  sold  to  Henri  Qirard  a  property  tlierein  described  for 
the  sum  of  $24,000.00,  which  was  made  payable  on  the  terms  mentioned  in 
the  deed. 

By  deed  executed  before  notary  on  the  19th  January,  1876,  and 
duly  registered,  Joseph  Ross  Hutchins  transfored  to  Walter  Bonnel,  the 
said  sum  of  124,000.00,  and  by  deed  executed  before  notary  on  the 
same  day,  and  duly  registered,  the  eaid  waiter  Bonnel  transfered  to  the 
Bank  of  Toronto,  the  appellants  the  said  sum  of  $24,000.00. 
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This  amount  represented  the  claim  of  the  said  Joseph  Boss  Hutchins 
against  the  said  Henri  Oirard,for  the  price  of  the  property,  and  an  hypothec 
of  bailleur  de  fonda  to-wit:  the  first  privilege  and  mortgage  upon  the 
said  property.  Henri  Oirard  being  incapable  of  paying  the  said  sum  so  trans- 
fered,  together  with  the  interest,  transferred  to  the  Bank  of  Toronto,  by  deed 
of  the  1st  of  June,  1^80,  all  right  of  property  which  he  had  in  the  said 
immoveable,'  on  payment  of  the  amount  due  to  the  Bank  of  Toronto,  the 
said  Henri  Girard  being  discharged  of  all  personal  liability  for  the  payment 
of  the  consideration  money.  ' 

The  said  Joseph  Sobs  Hutchins  was  not  a  Catholic,  nor  the  said  Bonnel. 
Whilst  the  said  Henri  Girard  held  the  said  real  estate,  the  trustees  of  the 
Catholic  Church  of  the  Parish  of  La  Nativity  de  la  Ste.  Vierge,  obtained  the 
right  to  impose  a  tax  on  the  real  estate,  of  the  Catholics  of  the  parish, 
wherein  the  said  immoveable  property  is  situate. 

The  respondents  claimed,  by  their  action,  the  sum  of  $165.82,  the  first 
instalment  of  this  tax,  on  the  ground  that  the  said  Henri  Girard  had  been  the 
proprietor  of  the  property  in  question  during  his  occupancy  and  reputed 
ownership  of  the  same. 

Held,  that  the  cas^  did  not  come  within  sec.  8  of  42  Vic.  ch  39  (  S.  C. 
Am.  Act,  1879)  and  was  not  appealable. 

'  Per  Foumier  J. — ^The  action  being  hypothecary,  concluding  iii  the  alter- 
native, either  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  $165.82  or  for  the  delaiasement  of 
the  immoveable,  the  value  of  the  immoveable  could  not  affect  the  right  of 
appeal.  The  rights  of  the  respondent  in  the  immoveable  did  not  exceed  the 
sum  which  he  claimed.  The  action  is  to  obtain  payment  only  of  the  sum  of 
$165.82,  demanded  by  virtue  of  a  personal  obligation,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appeal  in  a  personal  action  under 
$2,000,  imder  the  proviso  of  sec.  17  of  the  S.  and  E.  C.  Act,  unless  the  case 
falls  within  one  of  the  class  of  cases  mentioned  in  sec.  8  of  the  S.  C.  A.  Act 
1879,  which  this  case  did  not.  The  only  question  here  was  the  personal  obli- 
jation  of  the  respondent  to  pay  the  $165.82  for  a  church  rate  imposed  by  the 
Iev>  (ripariition)  of  a  fixed  sum,  the  payment  of  which  was  to  be  made  by 
two  annual  instalments.  This  tax,  although,  in  the  nature  of  a  hypothec  and 
and  privilege  on  the  land,  has  not  the  character  of  a  permanent  charge,  it  is 
only  temporary  and  cannot  be  repeated  yearly  like  rents,  or  the  duties  or 
revenues  due  to  her  Majesty,  which  are  of  a  permanent  nature  ;  and  it  is 
not  "  a  duty,"  which  expression  can  apply  only  to  duties  due  to  her  Majesty ; 
nor  has  the  demand  any  relation  to  titles  concerning  lands  or  tenements ; 
and  as  the  tax  was  payable  in  two  years  it  was  evident  the  judgment  in  no 
way  compromised  future  rights. 
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Per  Tasohereau  J. — From  the  Province  oi  Quebec  four  cases  only  are 
appealable  :_1.  Any  case  wherein  the  matter  in  controversy  amounts  to  the 
sum  or  value  of  $2,000;  2.  Any  case  wherein  the  matter  in  controversy 
involves  the  question  of  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  or  of  any  of  the 
Local  Legislatures ;  3.  Any  case  wherein  the  matter  in  ,j_crover8y  relates 
to  any  fee  of  office,  or  any  duty,  or  rent,  or  revenue  payable  to  her 
Majesty,  or  any  sum  of  money  payable  to  her  Majesty,  where  the  rights  in 
future  might  be  bound.  These  last  words  must  be  read  as  qualifying  all  this 
third  class  as  well  as  the  next.  If,  for  instance,  a  fee  of  office  is  claimed,  but 
the  right  to  it  is  denied  by  the  defendant,  the  case  is  appealable.  But  if  in 
an  action  for  a  fee  of  office  the  defendant  pleads  payment,  the  case  is  not 
appealable,  if  under  |2,000 ;  4.  Any  case  wherein  the  matter  in  controversy 
relates  to  any  title  to  lands,  or  tenements,  or  title  to  annual  rents,  or  such 
like  matters  or  things  where  the  rights  in  future  nught  be  botmd. 

It  is  evident  that  this  case  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the  three  first  classes. 
Though  the  value  of  the  immoveable  in  question  may  be  over  12,000,  it  is 
the  amount  claimed  in  an  hypothecary  action,  which  is  in  controversy,  and 
here  it  is  dearly  below  the  appealable  amount.  The  title  to  the  lands  is  not 
disputed,  nor  in  controversy,  nor  do  the  words  *'  such  like  matters,  or  things 
where  the  rights  in  future  might  be  bound,"  support  the  appeal.  The  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  tax  the  property  as  they  have  done  is  not  disputed 
here,  nor  is  its  liability  to  future  tftxation  in  contestation.  And  the  fact 
that  the  taxes  claimed  are  payable  by  instalments,  some  of  which  may  not 
yet  be  due,  cannot  render  the  case  appealable.  The  present  liability  of  the 
bank,  or  rather  the  heir  on  this  property  is  the  only  matter  of  controversy. 
It  is  debitum  in  prcesenti,  solventbtm  in  futuro.  The  case  of  Savageau  t. 
Gauthier,  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  494,  is  in  that  sense. 

The  other  judges  concurred. 

Appeal  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  without  costs,  the  objection 
having  been  taken  by  the  court. 

BaDk  of  Toronto  v.  le  Cur6  et  les  MarguUllers,  &c,t  of  the  Parish  of  the 
Nativity.— 8th  March,  1886.     4  «fei .  .^r      jr 

41.   Appeal— BlKtata  In  future-S.  i).  A.  Act,  1879,  sec,  8. 

One  Duhaime,  being  desirous  of  establishing  a  cheese  factory  in  the 
town  of  Montmagny,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  himself  of  the 
first  part  and  the  defendant  and  certain  others  of  the  second  part,  whereby 
the  parties  of  the  second  part  agreed  to  furnish  for  twenty  years  all  the 
milk  of  their  cows  to  the  said  Duhaime,  to  be  manufactured  into  cheese, 
Duhaime  to  receive  a  percentage  for  manufaoturing. 
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By  certain  mesne  conveyances  the  plaintiff  became  proprietor  of  the 
cheese  factory  and  vested  with  all  the  rights  of  Duhaime. 

The  defendaint,  among  others,  contrary  to  the  agreement,  sold  his  milk 
to  an  opposition  factory,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  of 
damages  against  defendant  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
By  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  the  Province  (Angers  J.)  the  action 
was  evoked  into  the  Superior  Court  on  the  ground  that  a  matter  affecting 
future  rights  was  in  question.  The  Superior  Court,  by  its  judgment,  held  that 
the  plaintiff' was  entitled  to  $8.51  as  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment by  the  defendant. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  that  court  reversed  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supei  ior  Court  and  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  action.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  applied  to  a  judge  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Tessier  J.)  for 
leave  to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  This  was  refused  on  the 
ground  that  the  future  rights  invoked  were  for  a  limited  time,  and  that  : 
these  rights  multiplied  by  their  duration  would  not  reach  the  amount 
required  for  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

On  application  to  Gwynne  J.  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  chambers,  for  v 
leave  to  appeal  and  give  the  necessary  security,  the  learned  judge 

Held,  that  he  considered  the  case  similar  to  one  of  a  contract  for  pay* 
ment  of  a  sum  by  certain  instalments  to  an  amount  of  $170.20  in  all,  and, 
apart  from  the  amount  sought  to  be  recovered,  not  coming  within  the  words 
"  rights  in  future,"  as  used  in  sec.  8  of  the  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act 
of  1879,  so  as  to  give  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

BeanbleD  r.  BernateheE.— ISth  Marcb,  1886. 

42.  Order  made  In  cbambers  netting  niilde  Jadgmeiit— Hot  appeaI»ble-Con> 
elusive  a«  to  atatements  In  It.  ' ' 

Where  an  order  was  granted  by  Wilson  C.  J.  in  chambers,  and  affirmed 
by  the  C.  P.  Division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario,  setting  aside 
a  judgment  and  all  proceedings  thereon. 

Held,  that  it  id  doubtful  if  an  appeal  would  lie  in  such  a  case  to  the 
'   Suprem   Court  of  Canada,  and  the  statement  in  the  order  as  to  what  took 
place  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  as  to  the  matter  which  was  submitted  to 
and  argued  before  him,  must  be  taken  to  be  conclusive. 

[For  full  statement  of  the  facts  and  judgment  see  Judgment  6  ] 

Schroeder  t.  Booney.-9th  April,  1886. 

43.  circuit  Court  fr,Q.— Ho  appeal  where  action  baa  url^lnated  In. 

The  appellants  by  an  action  returnable  and  returned  before  the  Circuit 
Court  in  and  for  the  district  of  Terrebonne  the  30th  November,  1883,  claimed 
from  the  respondents  a  sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and 
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interest  thereon,  at  rate  of  ten  per  cent.,  being  the  amount  of  taxes  imposed 
■  and  levied  upon  the  real  estate  (immoveables)  of  which  the  said  respondents 
were  in  possession  for  the  year  1883. 

Counsel  for  respondents  moved  to  quash  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiotion, 

on  the  ground  that  no  appeal  Ues  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  when  the 

action  has  originated  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.    He 

relied  on  sec.  3  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  Am't.  Act  of  1879,  which  says :  "An  appeal 

shall  lie  from  final  judgments  only  in  actions        •         •         •       originally 

instituted  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  Province  of  Quebec."    He  cited 

Major  V.  Corporation  of  Three  Rivers  {See  Jurisdiction  26).    Counsel  for 

;.   appellants  contended  that  in  the  district  of  Montreal  and  some  other  district 

an  action  Uke  the  present,  in  which  future  rights  would  be  bound,  would  be 

brought  in  the  Superior  Court,  and  only  by  virtue  of  a  special  statute  was  it 

■,  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  district  of  Terrebonne ;  that  such  statute 

.        was  applicable  to  only  some  of  the  districts  of  the  province ;  and  that  if  the 

contention  of  the  counsel  for  appellants  was  correct,  the  anomaly  would 

arise  that  in  such  a  catfe  if  the  action  were  brought  in  one  district  there 

^  would  be  no  appeal,  while,  if  brought  in  another  district  there  would  be  an 

appeal.     He  argued  that  in  this  ca,se,  therefore,  the  Circuit  Court  must  be 

considered  as  substituted  for  and  in  lieu  of  the  Superior  Court. 

Held,  that  the  statute  was  clear,  and  in  no  case  would  an  appeal  lie  in 
an  action  which  originated  in  the  Circuit  Court.  Major  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Three  Rivers  {See  Jurisdiction  26)  followed. 

Motion  granted  and  appeal  quashed  with  costs.    The  objection  to  the 
jurisdiction  was  taken  by  respondents  in  the  factum.  .       ,  .  .^. 

Le  Malre  et  les  t'onselllers  de  Terrebonne  t.  Les  Scenro  de  TAisle  de  It 
ProTidence.-18th  Hay,  1886. 

44.  Appeal- S.  C.  Am.  Act,  1879,  sec.  8— Duty  payable  to  the  Crown— Fatare 
BifftatR. 

Appeal  from  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side).  Province  of  Quebec. 

.,  ;.   .7    Motion  to  quash  appeal  on  ground  that  amount  involved  ($222.80)  was 

.,,'  below  $2,000,  and  that  the  case  djd  not  come  within  any  of  the  ezceptions 

provided  for  in  42  Vic.  oh.  39  sec.  8  (S.  C.  Am.  Act,  1879),  allowing  an 

appeal  in  cases  involving  less  than  $2,0U0. 

The  actions  (two,  combined  at  the  trial,)  which  constituted  the  case  in 

.  appeal  were  brought  by  Darling,  an  importer  of  crockery,  &c.,  against  the 

Collector  of  Customs  at  Montreal  for  the  recovery  of  the  difference  on  duty 

between  20  per  cent,  and  30  per  cent,  ad  valorem  duty  on  dutiable  value  o* 

certain  importations  made  by  Darling  of  earthenwai'e  crockery  known  in 

the  trade  as  "  Printed  Ware." 
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The  Tariff  Act  of  1879,  42  Vic.  ch.  15,  schedule  A,  imposed  a  duty  0^30 
per  cent,  ad  oalotem  duty  on  "  earthenware,  white  granite  or  iron  stoneware, 
and  'C.  C  or  oreain  colored  ware."  This  was  the  only  enumerated  class  of 
goods  under  which  the  appellant's  goods  in  question  could  come.  At  the 
end  of  the  schedule  all  enumerated  goods  and  goods  not  declared  free  from 
duty  were  subjected  to  a  duty  of  20  per  cent.  The  collector  (Ryan)  insisted 
upon  duty  being  paid  by  appellant  on  his  goods  as  coming  under  the  class 
enumerated  a.s  above,  "  earthenware,  white  granite,"  &o.,  whilst  the  appel- 
lant insisted  that  they  should  not  be  classified,  but  come  under  the  unenu- 
merated  class,  and  should  only  pay  duty  at  20  per  cent,  ad  valorem.  He, 
however,  paid  the  30  per  cent,  and  brought  the  actions  in  question  to  recover 
the  10  per  cent,  back  from  the  collector. 

« 

The  importations  in  question  were  in  spring  and  summer  of  1883. 
Judgment  was  given  in  January,  1884,  in  faivor  of  defendant.  Appellant 
appealed  therefrom  to  the  Queen's  Bench.  Judgment  was  given  dismissing 
appeal  May,  1885.  In  session  of  1884,  47  Vic.  oh.  30,  sec.  2,  schedule, 
ParUament  amended  the  Tarifl  Act  as  to  earthenware  as  follows :  "  Earthen- 
ware, decorated,  printed  or  spanged,  and  all  earthenware,  not  elsewhere 
speciiied,  30  per  cent,  ad  valorem"  thus  distinctly  covering  appellant's 
description  of  his  own  importations  and  declaring  such  goods  subjept  to  30 
per  cent.,  and  making  it  relate  baek  to  March,  1884.        . ,: .  ; 

Respondents  contended  that  if  before  the  Act  of  1884  the  matter  in 
question  was  a  proper  Subject  of  appeal  to  this  court,  by  the  42  Vic.  oh.  39 
B.  8,  by  reason  of  its  relating  to  a  duty  or  revenue  payable  to  the  Crown  in 
respect  of  which  the  decision  appealed  from  might  afiect  appellant's  future 
rights,  it  ceased  to  be  such  a  case  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  1884,  because  that 
amending  Act  declared  distinctly  that  from  March,  1884,  and  for  the  future, 
the  particular  class  of  goods  in  question  was  to  be  subject  to  a  30  per  cent, 
duty,  and  that,  therefore,  appellant's  future  rights  could  not  be  affected. 

Held,  1 .  That  for  all  that  appeared  there  might  have  been  importations  of 
the  same  class  of  goods  by  appellant  subsequent  to  those  in  question  in  the 
appeal,  and  before  the  amendment  of  1884  effected  a  change,  in  respect  of 
which  the  decision  in  the  present  cases  would  bind  appellant,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  case  in  that  respect  at  least  would  still  come  within  the 
meaning  of  42  Vic.  ch.  39,  sec.  8,  that  is  to  say,  being  in  respect  of  a  duty 
payable  to  the  Crown,  the  decision  of  which  might  affect  the  thon  future 
rights  of  appellant. 

2.  That  there  might  be  a  dispute  still  as  to  whether  the  amending  Act 
of  1884  expressly  covered  the  same  class  of  goods  as  were  in  question  in  this 
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case,  in  order  to  decide  which  the  evidence  and  merits  would  require  to  txi 
'       disousBed,  and  that  this  should  not  be  discussed  on  a  motion  to  quash. 

3.  That  if  the  appellant  had  a  right  to  appeal,  such  right  could  only  be 
taken  away  by  express  and  clear  words,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show 
that  such  right  was  taken  away.  i   .  ,  . 

Motion  refused,  with  125  costs. 

Darling  v.  Bjan.-18th  May,  1886. 

45.  JuriBdlction  of  County  Court,  Halifax — Plea  to — Demurrer  to,  plea, 
over-ruled — Prohibition  granted  to  restrain  trial  of  cause. 

.S«  PROHIBITION  4.  =..  :, 

46.  Of  High  Court  of  Justice  (Ont.)  in  Dominion  Controverted  Elections. 
,      ,    ;  >^ee' ELECTION  15.  .^  wj,.  .,„  >  .    .     .■  - 

47.  Of  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario.  v  e,.,;  ,i 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OP  ONTARIO. 
Justice  of   the  Peace — Abuse  of  authority    by — Aggravation   of 
damages. 

S«e  DAMAGES  23.  ,^    -    » 

2.  Notice  of  action  to.  /'V*     •//•       i-    '■  i     -^ 
-..;>•>■;.'.         5fee  NOTICE  8.  ;;.v-y- •,>.  ■?>,,■;,:,■, 

3.  Conviction  by — Eemoval  of  conviction  by  certiorari  into  Q.  B.,  Man.— 

No  appeal.  ;-      iv    ;    ;-; 

See  JURISDICTION  38. 

4.  Conviction  by  Justices,  in  prosecution  under  Canada  Temperance  Act, 

1818,  sec.  105—"  Absent  "—Meaning  of. 

S«e  CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  1878,  6.     -^-^f-'-':' 
Laches — By  cestui  que  trust.  '        * 

Se«  SALE  OF  LANDS  5.  -^^i;^:.;:^- 

Land,  description  of — By  reference  to  plan.  ' .     , 

-S6«  BOUNDARY.  '       .      v'V:\  J 

2.  Grant  of  for  School.  .'     •-         J 

See  CHARITABLE  TRUST. 

o.  Daiuagen— 17s«  and  occnpadlott  of  land,  aetlon  for— Taluatlon  of— DiflReMnt 
and  prospective  capabilities  tf>  be  considered— <|aa8l-dellt— Prescription 
of  two  years  under  arts.  3361, 2307,  O.C— Art.  IttOS  C.  O.  applicable  and 
prescription  of  Ave  years  nnder  art.  8350  C.  C— To  this  tribunals  bonnd 
to  grlve  eflTeet  nnder  art,  8188  C.  €.,  altbonyta  not  pleaded. 

Action  brought  by  the  appellant,  William  Breakey,  to  recover  compen- 
sation for  the  use  of  certain  lands  on  the  River  ChaUdi^re,  occupied  by  the 
firm  of  Henry  King  &  Co.,  for  storing  logs,  attaching  booms  in  summer  and 
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storing  booms  in  winter,  and  which  were  submerged  by  means  of  a  dam 
erected  by  King  &  Co.  for  that  purpose,  and  made  use  of  for  about  five  years 
as  a  booming  ground  for  saw  logs  coming  down  the  river  to  their  mills. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts  ;  one  for  damages,  and  one  for  the 
value  of  the  use  and  occupation. 

The  respondent  pleaded  by  demurrer  a  prescription  of  two  years  as  for 
a  quasi  dilit  under  articles  2261  and  2267  of  the  Civil  Code;  that  the 
alleged  works  were  for  the  eiScient  working  of  a  mill,  and  that  proceedings 
should  have  been  taken  under  Con.  Stat.  L.  C.  ch.  51,  by  means  of  arbitra- 
tion, and  by  that  statute  the  remedy  by  action  was  taken  away. 

And  by  her  perpetual  exception  the  respondent  repeated  the  plea  of 
prescription  of  two  years  j  that  on  the  5th  December,  1877,  a  sale  by  licita- 
tion  of  the  property  known  as  Breakey's  Mills  took  place,  and  the  same 
'^  were  purchased  by  John  Breakey,  and  from  the  last  mentioned  date,  the 
respondent  Carter  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  mills ;  and  that  no  proceed- 
ings under  Con.  Stat.  L.  C.  ch.  51,  had  been  adopted  by  appellant ;  respon- 
dent further  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

The  demurrer  of  the  respondent  setting  up  a  prescription  of  two  years, 
and  the  necessity  of  proceedings  by  arbitration  under  Con.  Stat.  L.C.  ch. 
51,  was  dismissed  by  Casault  J.  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada 
(see  7  Q.  L.  E.  286). 

On  the  evidence  given  on  the  issues  of  fact  the  judge  found  that  the 

appellant  was  entitled  to  $1,600,  as  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  premises 

y    for  four  years,  at  the  rate  of  $400  per  annum.         '  '  >   "  ""'  '^►^ 

f         The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  reduced 

the  amount  to  $200,  or  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  annum,  being  merely  the  value 

of  the  land  for  agricultural  purposes. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  not  merely  the 
1  value  of  the  property  for  agricultural  purposes  should  have  been  considered. 
In  valuing  property  its  diflferent  and  even  its  prospective  capabilities  should 
be  taken  into  consideration  {Montreal  v.  Brown  and  8pr ingle,  2  App.  Cases 
184.)  In  this  case  not  only  was  the  keeping  logs  in  safety  a  prospective 
use,  but  the  actual  use  to  which  the  property  was  put  by  the  defendants. 
If  land  be  well  adapted  for  a  particular  purpose,  as  this  was,  and  there  are 
those  who  require  it  for  such  purpose,  the  value  of  the  property  is  to  be 
determined,  not  by  what  it  might  be  worth  if  used  for  other  purposes,  but 
by  the  value  which  its  exceptional  adaptation  to  special  purposes  gives  it  in 
the  estimation  of  those  conversant  with  property  of  that  description  and 
capable  of  speal^ing  of  the  value  of  the  fair  use  of  such  property.    The  evi- 

17 
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denoe  justified  the  finding  of  the  Superior  Court,  that  the  property  was  worth 
$400  per  annum. 

2.  That  the  prescription  of  two  years  under  art.  2261  of  the  Code,  did 
not  apply,  because  oh.  51  of  the  C.  S.  of  L.  C,  recognising  the  right  of  a  pro- 
prietor in  the  case  of  improvement  of  water  courses  to  erect  works  which 
may  have  the  effect  of  damming  back  the  water  on  a  neighboring  property, 
the  construction  of  a  dam  having  that  effect,  as  in  this  case,  could  not  be 
considered  a  quasi  ddlit,  but  rather  as  a  right  of  servitude  which  gave  to  him 
"'''    who  was  ii^ured  by  it  a  legal  recourse  for  indemnity  for  the  damage. 

/        3.  The  mode  of  proceeding  given  by  oh.  51  of  the  C.  S.  of  L.  C.  did  not 
'■'     exclude  the  right  to  proceed  by  ordinary  action.  •"   ■ 

4.  Under  art.  1608  of  the  C.  C,  the  respondents  were  to  be  considered 
lessees  (loeataires)  and  subject  to  all  the  rules  concerning  leases  (2««  haux) 
and  the  annual  value  of  their  occupation  should  be  considered  the  rent, 
none  having  been  fixed  by  the  parties,  Therefore  the  appellant  was  subject 
to  the  prescription  of  five  years  under  art.  2250  C.  C,  and  this  prescription 
in  virtue  of  art.  2188  C.  C,  is  one  which  the  tribunals  are  bound  to  give  efi'ect 
to  although  not  pleaded,  and  only  set  up  for  the  first  time  in  the  respond- 
'  ent'a  factum  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
^' '  Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  judgment  of  Superior  Court  varied. 

Breakey  t.  Carter.-12th  May,  1885. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Eelation  of— Whether  created  between  Mort- 
gagor and  Mortgagee  by  provisions  in  Mortgage. 

See  MORTGAGE  4.  -^ 

2.  Lease,  cancellation  o£hy  force  majeure.  ■   ^  ^    ,  ,^    , 

See  LEASE  1.  -        , 

3.  Agreement  not  to  distrain. 

iSfee  DISTRESS.  \  .      '"  '*? 

4.  Lessee,  negrlivence  of— Fire— Clvtl  Code— Arts.  1054,  1637,  1629. 

-^  The  defendant  was,  on  the  7  th  April,  1873,  in  the  occupation  of  a  varnish 

factory,  which  he  had  leased  from  the  plaintiff,  when  a  fire  originating  in  the 
factory  consumed  it  as  well  as  the  a^'oining  premises  belonging  to  the 
'  plaintiff.  This  latter  brought  an  action  to  recover  $8,500  damages,  occasioned 
by  the  fire,  which  he  alleged  to  have  taken  place  through  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  and  his  employes. 

llie  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  (Beaudry  J.)  found  that  the  weight 
of  evidence  was  that  no  fault  could  attach  to  the  defendant  or  his  employ^Si 
,v     and  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  action. 
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ITie  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (Ramsay  and  Tessier  JJ. 
dissenting,)  reversed  this  finding  and  awarded  the  plaintiff  $5,000  damages 
and  costs,  holding  the  defendant  liable  under  art.  1054  of  the  Civil  Code. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  1.  As  to  the 
part  of  the  building  leased  to  defendant,  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  his  respon- 
sibility, as  he  had  failed  to  account  for  the  fire  according  to  arts.  1627  and 
1629  of  the  C.  C.  -  'f^  '  <  >  - ;    'r    '    ;  ^v  vr  , 

2.  As  to  the  buildings  of  the  plaintiff  and  in  his  own  occupation  the 
defendant  might  be  considered  as  a  trespasser,  on  account  of  gross  negligence 
in  the  use  of  dangeroiis  materials  and  the  neglect  of  the  most  simple  precau* 
tions  to  guard  against  the  accident. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Jamieson  t.  Steel.— 29th  January,  1878. 

Land  Owners— Liabilities  and  rights  of  adjoining. 

5««  DAMAGES  20.  ■    7       .X;„;-i-    1 

Larcenjr.  ■  ,.     ,;; 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  3.  * 

Loase — cancellation  of— Rendering  of  account— Art.  19,  C.  C.  P.  L.  C. 

S.  on  the  1st  August,  1868,  transferred  to  appellants  (plaintiffs),  as 
trustees  of  S.'s  creditors,  his  interest  in  an  unexpired  lease  he  had  of  a  cer- 
tain hotel  in  Montreal,  known  as  the  Bonaventure  building,  and  in  the  furni- 
ture, On  the  1st  April,  1870,  A.  P.,  the  proprietor,  after  cancelling,  with  the 
consent  of  all  concerned,  the  several  leases  of  the  said  building  and  prem- 
ises, gave  a  lease  direct  for  a  term  of  ten  years  to  one  G.,  at  $6,000  a  year, 
of  the  building,  and  also  of  the  iiirniture  belonging  to  S.'s  creditors,  and  on 
the  same  day  by  a  notarial  deed,  "  agreement  and  accord,"  A.  P.  promised 
and  agreed  to  pay  to  appellants,  as  trustees  of  S.'s  creditors,  whatever  he 
would  receive  from  the  tenant  beyond  15,000  a  year.  In  February,  1873,  the 
premises  were  burned,  with  a  large  proportion  of  the  furniture,  and  appel* 
lants  received  $3,223  for  insurance  on  fixtures  and  furniture,  and  $791,  being 
the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  balance  of  the  furniture  saved.  The  lease  with  G. 
was  then  cancelled,  and  A.  P.,  after  expending  a  large  amount  to  repair  the 
building,  leased  the  premises  to  L,  P.  &  Co.  for  $6,000  a  year  from  October,, 
1873.  Appellants  thereupon,  as  trustees  of  S.'s  creditors,  sued  respondents 
representing  A.  P.,  and  called  upon  them  to  render  an  account  of  the  amount 
received  from  G.  and  L  P.  «fe  C!o.  above  $5,000  a  year. 

The  Superior  CJourt  at  Montreal  held  that  the  appellants  were  entitled 
to  what  A.  P.  had  received  from  L.  P.  &  Co.  beyond  $5,000 ;  and  on  appeal 
to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeal  side)  this  judgment  was  reversed. 

m 
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Held,  1.  Affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (appeil 
i,a   Bide),  that  the  lease  to  G-.  terminated  by  a  force  majture,  and  that  the 
obligation  of  A.  P.  to  pay  appellants  the  sum  of  $1,000  out  of  the  said  rent  of 
16,000  ceased  with  the  said  lease. 

2.  That  the  fact  of  appellants  having  alleged  themselves  in  their 
declaration  to  be  the  "  duly  named  trustees  of  S.'s  creditors,"  did  not  give 
them  the  right  to  bring  the  present  action  for  S.'s  creditors,  the  action,  if 
any,  belonging  to  the  individual  creditors  of  S.  under  Art.  19  C.  C.  P.  L  C. 

Browne  T.  Fln8onneaalt-ili,  IW, 

2.  Of  pew.  "  ..;  ..       ■ 

See  PEWHOLDER.         ;.     .   <. 

3.  Liability  of  lessee  for  fire.  ' 

See  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  4. 
Legatee— Universal— Particular— Liability. 

,,    \^.    ...  „S«<WILL8.        ;;,>.,...:....„ „^,.t.;:.: .•:..;.  ,;.  ,      -T'    ... 

Legislature — Brltl«li  North  America  Act,  1867,  sub'sec.  14  of  sec.  98. 

Held,  that  the  exclusive  power  of  legislation  given  to  Provincial  Legis- 
latures by  sub-sec.  14  of  sec.  92,  B.  N.  A.  Act,  over  procedure  in  civil  matters, 
means  procedure  in  civil  matters  within  the  powers  of  the  Provincial  Legia- 
;v     latures.  '       '^^    fi^- 

^,  "      ,       '-  >  *      .   TalinT.Langlol8.-iU,  I 

2.  lilcenses— Powers  of  Dominion  and  Provincial  fie^rlslatnrcs  to  ImpoM- 
Sale  of  liquor— 37  Tie.  eta.  83  O.— British  North  America  Act,  1867,  sect. 
91,  92— Brewer,  trade  of. 

S.,  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  37  Vic.  ch.  32  0.,  intituled :  "  An  Act  to 
'}■::    amend  and  consolidate  the  Law  for  the  Sale  of  Fermented  or  Spirituous 
^  V    Liquors,"  then  being  a  brewer  licensed  by  the  Government  of  Canada  under 
.  i;    31  Vic.  ch.  8  D.,  for  the  manufacture  of  fermented,  spirituous  and  other 
liquors,  did  manufacture  large  quantities  of  beer,  and  did  sell  by  wholesale, 
for  consumption  within  the  Province  of  Ontario,  a  large  quantity  of  said  fer- 
mented liquors  so  manufactured  by  him,  without  first  obtaining  a  license  u 
required  by  the  said  Act  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  Ontario.    The 
Attorney  General  thereupon  filed  an  information  for  penalties  against  S.  On 
demurrer  to  the  information  the  special  matter  for  argument  was  that  the 
Legislature  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  had  no  power  to  pass  the  statute 
imder  which  the  penalties  were  sought  to  be  recovered,  or  to  require  brew- 
ers to  take  out  any  license  whatever  for  selling  fermented  or  malt  liquors  by 
wholesale,  as  stated  in  the  information. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  Act  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  of  Ontario, 
37  Vic.  ch.  32,  is  not  within  the  legislative  capacity  of  that  Legislature. 
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2.  That  the  power  to  tax  and  regulate  the  trade  of  a  brewer,  being  a 
restraint  and  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  falls  within  the  class  of  sub- 
jeots  reserved  by  the  Olst  sec.  of  the  British  North  America  Act  for  the  ezolu- 
sive  legislative  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada ;  and  that  the  license 
imposed  was  a  restraint  and  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  and  not  the 
exercise  of  a  police  power. 

3.  That  the  right  conferred  ou  the  Ontario  Legislature  by  sub.-sec.  9,  sec. 
92  of  the  said  Act,  to  deal  exclusively  with  shop,  saloon,  tavern,  auctioneer 
and  "  other  licenses,"  does  not  extend  to  licenses  on  brewers  or  "  other 
licenses  "  which  are  not  of  a  local  or  municipal  character.  Regina  v.  Taylor, 
36  U.  C.  Q.  B.  218,  overruled,  Ritchie  and  Strong  JJ.  dissenting. 

Severn  v.  The  (toeen.— 11,  71. 
3.  License  tax  on  merchants,  traders,  &c. — Power  to  impose— 33  Vic.  ch. 
4N.B.        ■  ^-  "'■    ■   •     ^   •       '"■■■  '■■■;■:  ^':'    [  \ 

See  LICENSE  1.  ,' '     '  ^    ■'■•';' ^     '■  •    •  <• 

4>  Queen's  Counsel,  no  power  to  appoint— 37  Vic.  ota.  20  and  21  N.H.,  ultra 
vires— Letters  patent  of  precedence,  not  retrospective  In  their  effect— 
Great  Seal  of  tbe  Province  or  Nova  Scotia -40  Vic.  ch.  8  D*— Appeal- 
Jurisdiction, 

By  37  Vic,  ch.  20  N.S.  (1874),  the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia  was  authorized  to  appoint  provincial  officers  imder  the  name 
of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law  for  the  Province.  By  37  Vic. 
ch,  21  N.S.  (1874),  the  Lieutenant  Governor  was  authorized  to  grant  to  any 
member  of  the  bar  a  patent  of  precedence  in  the  Courts  of  the  Province  of 
Nova  Scotia.  R.,  the  respondent,  was  appointed  by  the  Governor  General 
on  the  27th  December,  1872,  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada,  a  Queen's 
Counsel,  and  by  the  imiform  practice  of  the  court  he  had  precedence  over 
all  members  of  the  bar  not  holding  patents  prior  4o  his  own.  By  letters 
patent,  dated  26th  May,  1876,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  Province,  and 
signed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  and  Provincial  Secretary,  several  mem- 
bers of  the  bar  were  appointed  Queen's  Counsel  for  Nova  Scotia,  and  prece- 
dence was  granted  to  them,  as  well  as  to  other  Queen's  Counsel  appointed 
by  the  Governor  General  after  the  1st  of  July,  1867.  A  list  of  Queen's 
Counsel  to  whom  precedence  had  been  thus  given  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor,  was  published  in  the  Boyal  Gazette  of  the  27th  May,  1876,  and  the 
name  of  R.,  the  respondent,  was  included  in  the  list,  but  it  gave  precedence 
and  pre-audience  before  him  to  several  persons,  including  appellants,  who 
did  not  enjoy  it  before.  Upon  affidavits  disclosing  the  above  and  other 
facts,  and  on  producing  the  original  commission  and  letters  patent,  R.,  on 
the  3rd  January,  1877,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  grant  him  rank  and 
precedence  over  all   Queen's   Counsel  appointed  in  and   for  the   Pro- 
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vinoe  of  Nora  Scotia  flince  the  26th  December,  1872,  and  to  set  aside, 
so  far  as  they  affected  R.'b  precedence,  the  letters  patent,  dated 
the  26th  May,  1876.  This  rule  was  made  absolute  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Nova  Scotia  on  the  26th  March,  1877,  and  the  decision 
of  that  court  was  in  substance  as  follows  : — 1.  That  the  letters  patent 
of  precedence,  issued  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Nova  Scotia,  were 
not  issued  under  the  great  seal  of  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia ;  2.  That 
37  Vic.  ch.  20,  21,  of  the  Acts  of  Nova  Scotia,  were  not  ultra  vires;  3.  That 
■ec.  2,  ch.  21,  37  Vic.  was  not  retrospective  in  its  effect,  and  that  the  letters 
patent  of  the  26th  May,  1876,  issued  under  that  Act  could  not  affect  the 
.  precedence  of  the  respondent.  On  the  argument  in  appeal  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  great  seal  of 
the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  was  declared  to  have  been  settled  by  legislation, 
40  Vic.  ch.  3  D.  and  40  Vic.  ch.  2  N.  S.  A  preliminary  objection  was  raised 
to  the  jurisdiction  oi  the  court  to  hear  the  appeal. 

Held,  1.  That  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  one  from  which  an 
appeal  would  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada ;  (Fournier  J.  dissenting.) 

2.  Per  Strong,  Fournier  and  Taschereau  J  J — That  ch.  21,  37  Vio.  N.  8., 
has  not  a  retrospective  effect,  and  that  the  letters  patent  issued  under  the 
authority  of  that  Act  coiild  not  affect  the  precedence  of  the  Queen's  counsel 
appointed  by  the  Crown. 

3.  Per  Henry,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. — ^That  the  British  North 
America  Act  has  not  invested  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces  with  any 
control  over  the  appointment  of  Queen's  counsel,  and  as  Her  Majesty  forms 
no  part  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures  as  she  does  of  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment, no  Act  of  any  such  Local  Legislature  can  in  ).ny  manner  impair  or 
affect  her  prerogative  right  to  appoiut  Queen's  counsel  in  Canada  directly, 

■  or  through  her  representative  the  Governor  General,  or  vest  such  preroga- 
•  tive  right  in  the  Lieutenant  Governors  of  the  Provinces;  and  that  37  Vio. 

■•■    oh.  20  and  21  N.  S.  are  u^^ra  vires  and  void.  "  ■■     :   v      '  t'i 

-   '•  4.  Per  Strong  and  Fournier  JJ. — That  as  this  court  ought  never,  except 

in  cases  when  such  adjudication  is  indispensable  to  the  decision  of  a  cause,  to 

pronounce  upon  the  constitutional  power  of  a  Legislature  to  pass  a  statute, 

.  there  was  no  necessity  in  this  case  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  validity 

■  of  the  Acts  in  question.  ■      ; ;,  ^.  '■  ■/;.  ■ . 

Lenoir  r.  Bltchle.-iil,  616. 

5>  Insnrance— Jnrlsdlctlon  of  Local  I.eglslatare  over  subject-matter  of 
Insurance- British  North  America  Act,  IS07*  sees.  91  and  A3— Statutory 
conditions— B.  H.  O  ch.  162- What  conditions  applicable  when  statutory 
conditions  not  printed  on  the  policy. 

The  Citizens' Insurance  (k>mpany,   a  Canadian  company,  incorporated 
•u  >   by  an  Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  since  the  passing  of  R.  S.  0.  cb.  162, 
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issued,  in  favor  of  P.,  a  policy  against  fire  (rhioh  had  not  endorsed  upon  it 
the  statutory  conditions  (R.  8.  0.  ch.  162),  but  had  conditions  of  its  own, 
which  were  no£  printed  as  variations  in  the  mode  indicated  by  the  Act. 
The  Queen  Insurance  Company,  an  English  company,  carrying  on  business 
under  an  Imperial  Act,  issued  in  favor  of  P.,  after  the  passing  of  S.  8. 0. 
ch.  162,  an  interim  receipt  for  insurance  against  fire,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions of  the  company.  The  Western  Assurance  Ckimpany,  a  Canadian  com- 
pany, incorporated  by  the  Parliament  of  Canada  before  Confederation, 
issued  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire  in  favor  of  J.,  the  conditions  of  the 
policy,  which  were  dilBerent  from  those  contained  in  R.  8.  O.  ch.  162,  not 
being  added  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute.  The  three  companies 
were  authorized  to  do  fire  insuranoe  business  throughout  Canada  by  virtue 
of  a  license  granted  to  them  by  the  Minister  of  Finance,  under  the  Acts  of 
the  Dominion  of  Canada  relating  to  firu  insurance  companies.  The  prop- 
erties insured  by  these  companies  were  all  situated  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  and  being  subsequently  destroyed  by  fire,  actions  were  brought 
against  the  companies.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  after  hearing  the 
arguments  in  the  three  cases,  delivered  but  one  judgment. 

Held,  that  "The  Fire  Insurance  Act,"  R.  S.  0.  ch.  162,  was  not  ultra 
eires  and  is  applicable  to  insurance  companies  (whether  foreign  or  incor- 
porated by  the  Dominion)  licensed  to  carry  on  insurance  business  through- 
out Canada,  and  taking  risks  on  property  situate  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

2.  That  the  legislation  in  question,  prescribing  conditions  incidental  to 
insurance  contracts,  passed  in  Ontario,  relating  to  property  situate  in 
Ontario,  was  not  a  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  within  the  meaning  of 
these  words  in  subseo.  2,  sec.  91,  B.  N.  A.  Act. 

3.  That  an  insurer  in  Ontario  who  has  not  complied  with  the  law  in 
question,  and  has  not  printed  on  his  policy  or  contract  of  insuranoe  the 

statutory  conditions  in  the  manner  indicated  in  the  statute,  cannot  set  up 

.-J 

"  against  the  insured  his  own  conditions  or  the  statutory  conditions,  the 
insured  alone,  in  such  a  case,  is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  any  statutory 
condition.    [Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting.] 

Per  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. — ^That  the  power  to  legislate  upon  the 
subject-matter  of  insurance  is  vested  exclusively  in  the  Dominion  Parliament 
by  virtue  of  its  power  to  pass  laws  for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce 
under  the  91st  sec.  of  the  B.  N.  A,  Act. 

V'" -fi'  iflig  oitizens',  &e.,  Ins.  Cos.  v.  Parsons.— Iv,  215. 

6>  Escheat— The  Escheat  Act,  B.S.O.  ch.  94,  ultra  vires— B.N.A.  Act  sees.  01, 
92, 102  and  100. 

On  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney  General  of  Ontario,  for  the 'pur- 
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pose  of  obtaining  posseasion  of  land  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  which  was  the 
property  of  one  Andrew  Mercer,  who  died  intestate  and  without  leaving  any 
heirs  or  next  of  kin,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  escheated  to  the  Crown  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Province,  and  to  which  information  A.  M.,  the  appellant, 
demurred  for  want  of  equity,  the  Court  of  Chancery  held,  over-ruling  th« 
demurrer,  that  the  Escheat  Act,  ch.  94,  R.S.O.,  was  not  ultra  vires,  and  that 
the  escheated  property  in  question  accrued  to  the  benefit  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  From  this  decision  A.  F.  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
Ontario,  and  that  court  affirmed  the  order  overruling  the  sa\d  demurrer  and 
dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs.  On  an  appeal  to  the  Supieme  Court  the 
parties  agreed  that  the  appeal  should  be  limited  to  the  broad  question,  as  to 
whether  the  Government  of  Canada  or  the  Province  is  entitled  to  estates 
escheated  to  the  Crown  for  want  of  heirs. 

Helfl,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  Province  of  Ontario 
does  not  represent  Her  Majesty  in  matters  of  escheat  in  said  Province,  and 
therefore  the  Attorney  General  for  Ontario  could  not  appropriate  the  pro- 
perty escheated  to  the  Crown  in  this  case  for  the  purposes  of  the  Province, 
and  that  the  Escheat  Act,  ch.  94,  R.S.O.,  was  ultra  vires. 

Per  Fournier,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  v'J. — That  any  revenue  derired 
■  from  escheats  is  by  sec.  102  of  the  B.N.  A.  Act  placed  imder  the  control  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  as  part  of  the  Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  of 
Canada,  and  no  other  part  of  the  Act  exempts  it  from  that  disposition. 

Mercer  v.  The  Attorney  General  for  Ontarlo.-v.  538, 

7>    Taxation— Constitutional  law— Tax  upon  filings  in  court— Indirect  titx- 
Jurisdiction  of  Provincial  liCiriNlature— l^t  and  44  Ylc.  ch.  0  sec.  9  ^ 

By  the  Quebec  Act,  43  and  44  Vic.  ch.  9  sec.  9,  it  is  enacted  that  "  A  duty 
of  ten  cents  shall  be  imposed,  levied  and  collected  on  each  promissory  note, 
receipt,  bill  of  particulars  and  exhibit  whatsoever,  produced  and  filed  before 
the  Superior  Court,  the  Circuit  Court,  or  the  Magistrates'  Court,  such  duties 
payable  in  stamps."  The  Act  is  declared  to  be  an  amendment  and  exten- 
sion of  the  Act  27  and  28  Vic.  ch.  5,  "  An  Act  for  the  collection  by  means  of 
stamps,  of  ofiice  dues  and  duties,  payable  to  the  Crown  upon  law  proceed- 
ings and  registrations."  By  sec.  3,  sub-sec.  2,  the  duties  levied  are  to  be 
"  deemed  to  be  payable  to  the  Crown."  The  appellant  obtained  a  rule  niti 
against  the  prothonotaries  of  the  Superior  Court  at  Montreal  for  contempt 
in  refusing  to  receive  and  file  an  exhibit  unaccompanied  bv  a  stamp,  as 
required  by  the  Act.  Upon  the  return  of  the  rule  the  Attorney  General  for 
the  Province  obtained  leave  to  intervene  and  show  cause. 

Hehl,  reversing  the  .udgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Ctmada,  (appeal  side)  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.  dissenting,  ''jhat  the  Act 
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imposing  the  tax  in  question  was  ultra  vires,  the  tax  being  an  indirect  tax 
and  the  proceeds  to  form  part  of  the  Consolidated  Eevenue  Fund  of  the  Pro- 
■  ■       vince  for  general  purposes.  •'  ■ 

,;"  Per  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.  dissenting. — Although  the  duty  is  an 

indirect  tax,  yet,  under  sees.  65,  126  and  1 29  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  the  Provin- 
cial Legislature  had  power  to  impose  it. 

Reed  v.  Moasseau.— viii,  408. 

8>  Leglnlatare,  Provincial— Powers  of— Obstrnetlons  In  tidal  and  navigable 
rivers— 45  Vic.  cb.  100  BT.  B.  nltra  vires— B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  sec.  91. 

Professing  to  act  under  the  powers  contained  in  their  Act  of  incorpora- 
tion, 45  Vic.  oh.  100  N.  B.,  the  Q.  E.  B.  Co.  erected  booms  and  piers  in  the 
Queddy  Eiver  which  impeded  navigation — the  locus  being  in  that  part  of  the 
river  which  is  tidal  and -aavigable.  ,  „<•., 

Held,  that  the  Provincial  Legislature  might  incorporate  a  boom  company, 
but  could  not  give  it  power  to  obstruct  a  tidal  navigable  river,  and  therefore 
the  Act  45  Vic.  ch.  100,  N.  B.,  so  far  as  it  authorizes  the  acts  done  by  the 
company  in  erecting  booms  and  other  works  in  the  Queddy  Eiver  obstructing 
its  navigation,  was  ultra  vires  of  the  New  Brunswick  Legislature. 
:-v       •  Queddy  BiVAr  Driving  Boom  Co.  V.  Bavidson.-x,  222. 

8*  Nova  Scotia— liegrlslatlve  Assembly  of- Power  of  punishing:  for  contempt 
—Removal  of  a  Hember  from  Ills  seat  by  8erKeant«at«Arms— Action  of 
trespass  for  assault  against  Speaker  and  Members- Damages. 

W.,  a  member  of  the  House  of  Assembly  of  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia, 
oh  the  16th  of  April,  1874,  charged  the  then  Provincial  Secretary,  without 
being  called  to  order  for  doing  so,  with  having  falsified  a  record.   The  charge 
was  subsequently  investigated  by  a  committee  of  the  House,  who  reported 
that  it  was  unfounded.    Two  days  after  the  House  resolved,  that,  in  prefer- 
ring the  charge  without  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  it,  W.  was  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  privilege.    On  the  30th  April,  W.  was  ordered  to  make  an  apology 
dictated  by  the  house,  and,  having  refused  to  do  so,  was  declared,  by  another 
.„       resolution,  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  the  House,  and  requested  forthwith  to 
!^:.       withdraw  until  such  apology  should  be  made.    W.  declined  to  withdraw,  and 
b        thereupon  another  resolution  was  passed  ordering  the  removal  of  the  said 
i(^       W.  from  the  House  by  the  Sergeant-at-Aims,  who,  with  his  assistant,  enforced 
-■u       such  order  and  removed  W.    W.  brought  an  action  of  trespass  for  assault 
against  the  Speaker  and  certain   members  of  the  House,  and  obtained  a 
"«       verdict  of  $500  damages. 

^*  Held,  on  appeal,  affirming  the  Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 

Scotia,  that  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the  Province  0|f  Nova  Scotia  has,  in 

li"      the  ab?ence  of  express  grant,  no  power  to  remove  one  of  its  members  for 

:•'      contempt,  unless  he  is  actually  obstructing  the  business  of  the  House;  and 
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W.  having  been  removed  from  his  saat,  not  because  he  was  obstructing  the 
business  of  the  House,  but  because  he  would  not  repeat  the  apology  required, 
the  defendants  were  liable.  KielUy  v.  Carson  (4  Moore  P.  C.  C.  63)  and 
Doyle  V.  Falconer  (L.  R.  1  P.  C.  App.  328)  commented  on  and  followed. 

Landers,  v.  Woodworth.-li,  159. 

10«  Police  regnlatloiis— 42  &  43  Tic.  eta.  4,  sec.  1  <fe.,  constrnctlon  of- 
Protalbltion,  writ  of— Sale  of  liqaorH. 

Under  the  authority  of  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Quebec,  42  and  43 
Vic.  cb.  4  sec.  1,  a  penal  suit  was,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1880,  instituted 
against  P.  in  the  name  of  the  corporation  of  Q.,  before  the  Recorder's  Court 
of  the  city  of  Q.,  alleging  that  "on  Sunday,  the  18th  day  of  January,  1880, 
the  said  defendant  has  not  closed,  during  the  whole  of  the  day,  the  house  or 
building  in  which  he,  the  said  defendant,  sells,  causes  to  be  sold,  or  allows  to 
be  sold,  spirituous  liquors  by  retail,  in  quantity  less  than  three  half  pints  at 
a  time,  the  said  house  or  building  situate,  &c."  P.  was  convicted.  A  writ 
of  prohibitiou,  to  have  the  conviction  revised  by  the  Superior  Court,  was 
subsequently  issued,  and  upon  the  merits  was  set  aside  and  quashed. 

Held,  per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  and  Fournier  JJ.  —That  the  provisions 
of  the  Provincial  Statute,  42  and  43  Vic.  ch.  4,  ordering  houses  in  which 
spirituous  liquors,  &c.,  are  sold,  to  be  closed  on  Sundays,  and  every  day 
between  eleven  o'clock  of  tho  night  until  five  of  the  clock  of  the  morning, 
are  police  regulations,  within  the  power  of  the  Legislature  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  and  as  the  complaint  was  clearly  within  the  Act,  the  recorder 
could  not  be  interfered  with  on  prohibition. 

Per  Henry,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. — ^That  the  penalty  imposed 
upon  P,  by  the  recorder  was  not  authorized  by  the  statute,  even  if  such 
statute  was  intra  vires  of  the  Provincial  Legislature,  and  that  the  prohibition 
was  therefore  rightly  granted. 

The  court  being  equally  divided,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Ponlln  T.  The  Corporation  of  Quebec. -ix,  185. 

11.  Ontario  Judicature  Act,  1881,  sec.  43 — Conetitutionality  oi'. 

See  JURISDICTION  25.  ' 

12.  Provincial  I.eKlslaturps— Power  to  legidlate  irespectiiiK  proceiliire  mid 
residence  of  Jadgett— B.N.A.  Act  sec.  92  sub'^^ec.  14— Delegation  of  powor 
to  liieutenant  Governor  in  Council— "  Judicial  District  Act,  1879,"  B.C. 
— "  Better  Administration  of  Justice  Act,  1«>78  "  (42  Vic.  eta.  20  B.C'.)- 
Act  to  amend  same  (42  Tic.  cli.  12  B.€.) 

The  case  respecting  the  status  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia, 

and  the  power  of  the  Legislature  of  the  Province  to  legislate  in  regard  to 

procedure  in  that  court,  and  the  residences  of  the  judges  thereof  referred 

to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  for  hearing  and  consideration  by  His  Excel- 
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lency  the  Governor  General  in  Council  under  the  provisions  of  seotion  52  of 
the  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act  by  Order  in  Council  bearing  date  the 
15th  day  of  May,  1883. 

1st  Question  :    Is  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  a  provincial 

.  court  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th  sub-section  of  section  92  of  the  British 
North  America  Act? 

Opinion:  The  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  is  a  provincial  court 
within  the  meaning  of  the  14th  sub-section  of  section  92  of  the  British  North 
America  Act. 

2nd  Question  :  Has  the  Legislature  of  the  Province  exclusive  legislative 
authority  over  the  procedure  in  all  civil  matters  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

,1     Province  ?    If  not,  to  what  extent  has  it  such  authority  ? 

_;  ,  Opinion  :  The  Legislature  of  the  Province  has  exclusive  legislative  author- 
ity over  the  procedure  in  all  civil  matters  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Pro- 
vince which  come  within  the  legislative  jurisdiction  of  the  Provincial  Legis- 
lature. 

3bd  Question:  If  that  Legislature  can  make  rules  to  govern  the  pro- 
cedure of  that  court,  can  it  delegate  this  power  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council?  '■    :       M   ':   •    "     ■       '     • 

)  Opinion  :  The  Legislature  can  make  rules  to  govern  the  procedure  of 

that  court  in  all  such  matters  as  limited  by  the  preceding  answer,  and  can 

'     delegate  this  power  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council. 

4th  Qurstion  :  Is  the  "  Judicial  District  Act,  1879,"  British  Columbia, 
within  the  powers  of  the  Legislature  of  that  Province  ?  If  so,  does  it  apply 
to  judges  appointed  before  that  Act  came  into  force  ?"  >     •  :     ' 

Opinion:  "The  Judicial  District  Act,  1879,"  is  within  the  powers  of  the 
Legislature  of  that  Province  and  does  apply  to  judges  appointed  before  that 

i     Act  came  into  force. 

5th  Question  :  Are  the  following  Acts  passed  by  the  Legislature  of  Brit- 
ish Columbia,  namely,  the  "  Better  Administration  of  Justice  Act,  1878,"  (42 
Vic.  ch.  20,  1878) ;  42  Vic.  ch.  12  (1879)  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Practice  and 
Procedure  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes 
relating  to  the  Administration  of  Justice  ; "  44  Vic.  ch.  1.,  An  Act  to  carry 
out  the  objects  of  the  "  Better  Administration  of  Justice  Act,  1878,'  and  "  The 

'  Judicial  District  Act,  187*,),"  so  far  as  they  relate  to  procedure  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  British  Columbii  within  the  legislative  authority  of  the  Legislature 
of  the  Province  ? 

Opinion  :  So  far  as  the/  relate  to  procedure  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
British  Columbia,  they  are  within  the  legislative  authority  of  the  Legislature 
of  British  Columbia. 

Hewell  V.  B.  Columbia  Towing  Co.,  '*  Tbe  Thrasher  Case."  ISth  June,  188S. 
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13.  Powers  of  liOcal  lieffidlatnreH— KeKiilatlon  of  the  Nale  of  Itqiior— Llcenie 
fees— British  North  America  Act,  18«7,  sec.  91—41  Vic.  ch.  3  q.-3s 
Tic.  ch.  76  Q— Intra  vires— By  •law— Sfandamus. 

Held.  The  Quebec  License  Act  (41  Vic.  ch.  3)  is  intra  vires  of  the  Legis- 
lature of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  {Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  9  App.  Cas.  117,  fol- 
lowed.) 

As  this  Act  does  not  interfere  with  the  existing  rights  and  powers  of 
incorporated  cities,  a  by-law  passed  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Three 
Eivers,  on  the  3rd  April,  1877,  in  virtue  of  its  charter  (20  Vic.  ch.  129,  and 
38  Vic.  ch.  76),  imposing  a  license  fee  of  $200  on  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  is  within  the  powers  of  the  said  corporation. 

Suite  V.  Corporation  of  Tbree  Blrers.-xl,  25. 

JLi6tterS  FEtent-— Crown  lands— parliamentary  title— Equitable  defence- 
88  Tic.  ch.  13  Man.— 35  Vic.  ch.  23  O. 

L.,  in  1875,  applied  for  a  homestead  entry  for  the  S.  W.  \  of  sec.  30, 
township  6,  range  4  west,  pre-empted  by  F.,  and  paid  $10  fee  to  a  clerk  at 
the  office,  but  was  subsequently  informed  by  the  officers  of  the  Crown  that 
his  application  could  not  be  recognized,  and  was  refunded  the  $10  he  had 
paid.  F.  subsequently  paid  for  the  land  by  a  military  bounty  warrant  in 
pursuance  of  sec.  23  of  35  Vic.  ch.  23.  L.  entered  upon  the  land  and  made 
improvements.  In  1878,  after  the  conflicting  claims  of  F.  and  L.  had  been 
considered  by  the  officers  of  the  Crown,  a  patent  for  this  land  was  granted 
by  the  Crown  to  F.,  who  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  L.  to  recover 
possession  of  the  said  land.  F.,  at  the  trial,  put  in,  as  proof  of  his  title,  the 
letters  patent,  and  L.  was  allowed,  against  the  objection  of  F.'s  counsel,  to 
set  up  an  equitable  defenoe  and  to  go  into  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  attack- 
ing the  plaintiff's  patent  as  having  been  issued  to  him  in  error,  and  by  impro- 
vidence and  fraud.  The  judge,  who  tried  the  case  without  a  jury,  rendered 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Held,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
(Man.),  that  L.,  not  being  in  possession  under  the  statute,  had  no  parlia- 
mentary title  to  the  possession  of  the  land,  nor  any  title  whatever  that  could 
prevail  against  the  title  of  F.  under  the  letters  patent. 

Per  Qwynne  J. — Under  the  practice  which  prevailed  in  England  in  1870, 

which  practice  was  in  force  in  Manitoba  under  38  Vic.  ch.  12  at  the  time  of 

the  bringing  of  this  suit,  an  equitable  defence  could  not  be  set  up  in  an 

action  of  ejectment. 

Farmer  ?.  llvlngstone.-v.  '221. 

IjlDel — Telegraph  message— lilablllty  of  telegraph  company— Special  dam* 
ages— Inadmissibility  of  evidence  as  to,  when  not  alleged— Excessive 
damages. 

S.  et  cU.  (respondents)  partners  in  trade,  sued  the  D.  T.  Co.  (appellants) 
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for  defamation  of  the  respondents  in  their  trade.  In  the  declaration  it  was 
alleged :  1 .  That  they  were  wholesale  and  retail  merchants  at  Halifax.  That 
appellants  wrongfully,  falsely  and  maliciously,  by  means  of  their  telegraph 
lines,  transmitted,  sent  and  published  from  their  ofSce  at  Halifax  to  their 
office  in  St.  John,  and  there  caused  to  be  printed,  copied,  circulated  and 
published  the  false  and  defamatory  message  following :—"  John  Silver  &  Co., 
wholesale  clothiers,  of  Grenville  street,  have  failed ;  liabilities  heavy."  2nd, 
That  same  message  was  caused  also  to  be  published  in  other  parts  of  the 
Dominion.  3rd.  That  the  appellants  promised  and  agreed  with  the  propri- 
etor or  publisher  of  the  St.  John  "  Daily  Telegraph  "  newspaper,  and  entered 
into  an  arrangement  with  him,  whereby  the  appellants  agreed  to  collect  and 

.  transmit,  by  means  of  their  telegraph  lines,  news  despatches  to  said  news- 
paper from  time  to  time,  and  that  such  publisher  should  pay  for  all  such 

,  messages,  and  should  publish  them  in  his  newspaper,  and  that  in  pursuance 
of  said  agreer.ent  the  appellants  wrongfully,  maliciously,  and  by  means  of 

^  said  telegraph,  transmitted,  sent  and  published  from  their  office  in  Halifax 
to  their  office  in  St.  John,  and  there  falsely  and  maliciously  caused  to  be 
written,  printed,  copied,  circulated  and  published  the  above  message,  where- 
by many  customers  who  had  heretofore  dealt  with  plaintifis  ceased  to  do  so, 
and  their  credit  and  business  standing  and  reputation  were  thereby  greatly 
damaged.  The  D.  T.  Co.  denied  the  several  publications  charged,  and  also 
the  entering  into  this  agreement  mentioned  in  the  third  count  and  the  for- 
warding of  the  messages  as  alleged.  At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  tele- 
gram which  was  published  in  the  morning  paper  was  corrected  in  the  even- 

'  ing  edition,  and  that  the  publisher's  agreement  was  with  one  Snyder,  an 
officer  of  the  company,  to  furnish  him  news  at  so  much  for  every  hundred 
words,  but  that  he' only  paid  for  such  as  he  used.  The  original  despatch  was 
not  produced.  The  only  evidence  as  to  damage  was  the  evidence  of  two 
witnesses,  who  proved  that  by  reason  of  the  publication  they  ceased  to  do 
business  with  the  respondents  as  they  had  previously  been  accustomed  to 
do.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  as  inadmissible,  but  was  received.  The 
dealings  of  these  witnesses  with  the  plaintiffs  consisted  in  selling  their 
exchange  and  sometimes  discounting  their  notes.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendants  moved  for  a  non-suit  which  was  refused  and  the  case  was  submit- 
ted to  the  jury,  who,  upon  the  evidence,  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs 
with  $7,000  damages. 

;  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  Held,  Taschereau  and 

Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  appellants,  the  D.  T.  Co.,  were  responsible 
for  the  publication  of  the  libel  in  question.  .  •         ...  ^ 

Per  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ„  dissenting — Assuming  the  agreement 
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in  question  to  be  one  within  the  scope  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  defend- 
ants were  incorporated,  and  that  Snyder  had  sufficient  authority  to  enter 
into  it  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company,  the  evidence  established  that  the 
defendtints  collected,  compiled  and  transmitted  the  news  for  the  proprietor 
of  the  newspaper,  as  his  confidential  agents  and  at  his  request,  and  that  they 
were  not  responsible  foe  the  publication  by  the  said  proprietor  and  publisher 
of  said  news,  for  which  the  damages  were  awarded. 

2.  That  the  damages  were  excessive,  and  therefore  a  new  trial  ought  to 
be  granted.    Bitchie  C.J.  doubting,  and  Henry  J.  dissenting. 

Held,  also,  per  Strong,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ No  special  damages 

having  been  alleged  in  the  declaration,  the  evidence  as  to  such  damages 

having  been  objected  to,  was  inadmissible,  and  therefore  a  new  trial  should 

be  granted. 

Dominion  Telegrapb  Company  v-  Silver.— x,  238. , 

2.  On  plaintiff  as  Commissioner  of  Expropriations. 
See  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 
See  SLANDER. 

XjICOUSO — Power  to  Impose  license  tax  on  merchants,  traders,  Ac— Diseri* 
mlnation  between  residents  and  non-residents— 83  Tic.  ch.  4  N.  B.- 
By-law. 

J.  brought  an  action  against  G.,  the  police  magistrate  of  the  city  of  St 
John,  for  wrongfully  causing  the  plaintiff,  a  commercial  traveller,  to  be 
arrested  and  imprisoned  on  a  warrant  issued  on  a  conviction  by  the  polioe 
magistrate,  for  violation  of  a  by-law  made  by  the  common  council  of  the  city 
of  St.  John,  under  an  alleged  authority  conferred  on  that  body  by  33  Vic. 
ch.  4,  passed  by  the  Legislature  of  New  Brunswick.  Sec.  3  of  the  Act 
authorized  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  St.  John  to  license  persons  to  use  any 
art,  trade,  &c.,  within  the  city  of  St.  John,  on  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums 
as  may  from  time  to  time  be  fixed  aud  determined  by  the  common  council 
of  St.  John,  &c, ;  and  sec.  4  empowered  the  mayor,  <&c.,  by  any  by-law  or 
ordinance,  to  fix  and  determine  what  sum  or  sums  of  money  should  be  from 
time  to  time  paid  for  license  to  use  any  art,  trade,  occupation,  &o.,  and  to 
declare  how  fees  should  be  recoverable ;  and  to  impose  penalties  for  any 
breach  of  the  same,  &c.  The  by-law  or  ordinance  in  question  discriminated 
between  resident  and  non-resident  merchants,  traders,  &c.,  by  imposing  a 
license  tax  of  $20  on  the  former  and  $40  on  the  latter. 

Ueldt  that  assuming  the  Act  33  Vic.  oh.  4,  to  be  intra  vires  of  the  Legis- 
lature of  New  Brims  wick,  the  by-law  made  under  it  was  invalid,  because  the 
Act  in  question  gave  no  power  to  the  common  council  of  St.  John  of  discri- 
mination between  residents  and  non-residents,  such  as  they  had  exercised 

in  this  by-law. 

Jonas  T.  Gilbert.— T,  356. 
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3.  To  ferry. 

See  FERRY. 

4i    Sale  of  Intoxicating  Ilqnorfi— LlceuRe  law  of  <|nebec— Oiulitslon  In  Statute 
—Tender— CoNtfl-Handamas.  * 

By  section  63  of  the  Quebec  License  Law,  41  Vic.  ch.  3,  it  was  enacted : 

"  63.  In  addition  to  a  fee  of  one  dollar  on  the  granting  of  each  license, 
"  the  duties  comprised  in  the  following  tariff'  shall  be  payable  by  the  appli- 
'■  cant  therefor  to  the  license  inspector,  preliminary  to  the  granting  of  the 
"  different  licenses  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

*'  Tariff  of  duties  payable  for  licenses  under  the  present  law. 

"On  licenses  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors. 
'  "1.  On  each  license  to  keep  an  inn  and  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating 

"  liquors. 

"  (A)  In  the  city  of  Montreal,  two  hundred  dollars,  if  the  annual  value 
"  or  rent  of  the  premises  for  which  the  license  required  is  less  than  four 
"  hundred  dollars,  and  three  hundred,  if  the  annual  value  or  rent  is  four 
"  hundred  dollars  or  more. 

"  (B)  In  the  city  of  Quebec,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  if  the 
"  annual  value  or  rent  is  less  than  four  hundred  dollars,  and  one  hundred 
"and  seventy-five  dollars,  if  the  annual  value  or  rent  is  four  hundred  dollars 
"  or  more. 

"  (C)  In  every  other  city  eighty  dollars. 
, "  "  (D)  In  every  incorporated  town  seventy  dollars- " 

By  section  11  of  the  42-43  Vic.  ch.  3,  it  was  enacted  as  follows  : 

"  11.  Sub-sections  A,  B  and  C  of  number  1  of  section  63  of  the  said  Act 
"  (the  Quebec  License  Law  of  1878)  are  repealed  and  replaced  by  the  fol- 
"  lowing : 

"  In  the  cities  of  Quebec  and  Montreal  fifty  per  cent,  of  the  rental  or 
"  annual  value  of  the  premises  for  which  such  license  is  required :  Provided 
"that  in  no  case  shall  the  price  of  the  license  exceed  the  sum  of  three 
"  hundred  dollars,  or  be  less  tLan  seventy-five  dollars." 

No  proviso  for  replacing  class  C  repealed  was  yet  enacted  in  May,  1 880. 

At  the  beginning  of  May,  1880,  appellant  went  to  the  respondent 
Lassalle,  who  was  license  inspector  for  the  district  of  Three  Rivers,  for  the 
puipose  of  obtaining  from  him  a  license  to  keep  an  inn  at  Nos.  14  and  16 
Badeaux  street,  in  the  city  of  Three  Rivers.  Appellant  then  and  there  pro- 
duced the  certificate  approved  by  the  coiporation  of  the  city  of  Three 
Rivers,  and  necessary  for  him  to  get  such  license.  He  offered  at  the  same 
time  the  one  dollar  fee,  according  to  §  1 — 41  Vic.  ch.  3,  sec.  63,  and 
requested  respondent  to  grant  him  a  license,  which  respondent  refused  to 
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do.     After  respondent's  said  refusal,  appellant  obtained  the  Issuing  of  a  writ 
of  mandamus  to  compel  respondent  to  grant  the  said  license. 

On  the  case  being  heard,  both  in  the  Superior  Court  at  Three  Rivers  and 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  at  Quebec,  the  respondent  urged  that  admit- 
ting he  oould  not  claim  the  sum  of  |80  as  originally  enacted  for  cities  other 
than  Montreal  and  Quebec ;  and  admitting  he  could  not  claim  $70  as  for 
incorporated  towns,  he  was  at  all  events  entitled  to  claim  the  duty  of  £1.16.0 
mentioned  in  sections  66  and  67  of  41  Vic.  ch.  .3,  which  had  never  been 
repealed.  • 

Theae  two  clauses  read  as  follows : — 

"  66.  The  Lieutenant  Governor  may,  when  and  so  often  as  he  deems  it 
"  expedient,  by  regulation  reduce  the  rate  of  duty  on  licenses,  as  mentioned 
"  in  article  63  of  this  law,  provided  that  this  rate  be  not  below  the  rate 
"  imposed  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  Imperial  Act  George  III  ch.  88. 

"  67.  The  duties  imposed  by  this  law  on  licenses  of  inns,  restaurants, 
"  steamboats,  bars,  railway  buffets,  or  liquor  shops,  include  those  imposed  by 
"  said  Imperial  Act,  but  should  the  same  be  hereafter  repealed,  such  repeal 
"  shall  not  have  the  efiect  of  reducing  the  amount  of  such  duties." 

The  fifth  section  of  the  14th  George  III  ch.  88  reads  as  follows : — 

"  5.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid  that  there 
"  shall,  from  and  after  the  fifth  day  of  April,  one  thousand  seven  hundred 
"  and  seventy-five,  be  raised,  levied,  collected  and  paid,  unto  his  Majesty's 
"  Receiver  General  of  the  said  Province  (Quebec),  for  the  use  of  his  Majesty, 
"  his  heirs  and  successors  a  duty  of  one  pound,  sixteen  shillings,  sterling 
"  money  of  Great  Britain,  for  every  license  that  shall  be  granted  by  the 
"  Governor,  Lieutenant  Governor,  or  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  said  Pro- 
"  vince  to  any  person  or  persons,  for  keeping  a  house  or  any  other  nlace  of 
"  public  entertainment  or  for  the  retailing  of  wine,  brandy,  rum,  or  any  other 
"  spirituous  liquors,  within  the  said  Province ;  and  any  persons  keeping  any 
"  such  house  or  place  of  entertainment,  or  retailing  any  such  liquors,  without 
"  such  license,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  ten  pounds  for  every  Buch 
"  offence,  upon  conviction  thereof;  one  moiety  to  such  person,  as  shall 
"  inform  or  prosecute  for  the  same  and  the  other  moiety  shall  be  paid  into 
"  the  hands  of  the  Receiver  General  of  the  Province,  for  the  use  of  his 
«  Majesty." 

The  Superior  Court  (Plamondon  J.)  held  that  the  offer  of  $1  was  suffi- 
cient and  ordered  the  issuing  of  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  enjoinin;; 
the  respondent  to  grant  the  license  asked  for.  This  judgment  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  set  aside.  •   , 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  appellant 
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would  not  have  been  entitled  to  his  license  without  offering  to  pay  the 
£1.16.0  stg.  required  by  the  Imperial  Act  in  addition  to  the  fee  of  |1,  even 
if  the  respondent  had  been  authoristed  to  issue  a  license,  but  owing  to  the 
repeal  of  sub-sec.  C.  of  see.  63  of  41  Vic.  oh.  3,  without  provision  being  made 
for  the  issue  of  licenses  in  other  cities  than  Montreal  and  Quebec,  under  no 
circumstances  could  a  license  be  issued  for  the  city  of  Three  Rivers  for  the 

.    year  in  question. 

Per  Ritchie  C. J.  and  Fournier  J — ^The  mandamus  could  not  go,  because 
the  period  for  which  the  appellant  claimed  the  license  had  expired,  and  a 
mandamus  is  never  granted  to  compel  a  party  to  do  an  impossibility.    If 

;•    appellant  had  been  entitled  to  his  license  and  the  time  had  expired  after 

V   he  had  come  to  the  court,  it  would  have  materially  affected  the  question  of 

. ;   costs,  but  not  being  entitled  to  his  license  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed 

;^  with  coats. 

^  -- .  •    Per  Henry  J. — ^The  appellant  was  entitled  to  his  license  upon  payment 

■■    of  the  £1.16.0  stg.,  together  with  the  fee  of  $1,  and  having  been  misled  by 
the  respondent  into  makmg  a  tender  of  a  larger  sum  than  the  respondent 

oi   was  entitled  to  demand,  and  not  of  the  exact  sum  as  required  by  the  law, 

'     the  respondent  ought  to  pay  the  costs. 

.:-        [Sub-sec.  C.  of  sec.  63  of  41  Vic.  ch.  3,  has  been  re-enacted  by  46  Vic.  ch. 
5  sec.  3  Q.] 

tii  - "     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

BerKeron  v.  Lassalle.— 29th  March,  1882. 

5.  Liquor  License  Act,  1883,  and  Act  amending,  ultra  vires  of  Parliament 
,:  of  Canada. 

:,.,  See  LIQUOR  LICENSE  ACT,  1883. 

6.  Quebec  License  Act  (41  Vic.  ch.  3)  intra  vires  of  Legislature  of  the 
Province. 

-See  LEGISLATURE  13. 

7.  By.law  impoBlng  license  on  Transient  Merchants  and  Traders-Validity 

of,  under  89  A  SO  Vic.  eta.  57  sec.  20,  21,  (^.-Commercial  Traveller- 
Arrest  of,  for  selling  without  license-Action  for  Illegal  arrest-Kvld' 
ence-Damaves -Amendment  of  pleadlntrs  by  Supreme  Court  of  Canada- 
Snpreme  C.  Am.  Act,  1879. 

•('        On  the  12th  of  October,  1866,  under  the  statute  29-30  Vic.  ch.  57  sec.  20 
the  corporation  o  the  City  of  Quebec  passed  the  following  bylaw  :_ 

1.  "That  nc  person  shall  hereafter  follow  the  occupation  of  a  transient 
merchant  or  trader,  or  agent,  clerk,  or  employee  of  a  transient  merchant  or 
trader,  in  the  City  of  Quebec,  or  shall  sell  in  the  said  city  by  samples,  with- 
out having  previously  taken  out  from  the  clerk  of  the  said  city  a  license  for 

which  there  shall  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  city  the  sum  of  sixty 
Jo 
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dollars;  the  said  lioenge  shall  not  be  valid  for  any  longer  period  than  one 
year  from  the  date  thereof. 
•  2.  "  That  any  person  contravening  the  present  by-law  shall,  on  conviction 

before  the  Recorder's  Court,  pay  a  fine  not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars, 
and  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said  fine  and  of  the  costs,  shall 
be  imprisoned  and  detained  iii  the  common  gaol  of  the  district  of  Quebec, 
for  a  period  not  exceeding  two  months,  unless  the  said  fine  and  costs,  together 
■    with  those  of  imprisonment,  be  sooner  paid." 

The  plaintift",  a  commercial  traveller  for  a  firm  in  Montreal,  was  in  a  store 
in  Quebec,  writing  down  an  order  for  his  firm,  and  had  a  small  screw  in  Lis 
hand  as  a  sample  when  he  waa  arrested  by  a  policeman,  and  brought  to  the 
.  station.    He  subsequently  paid  the  license,  and  brought  an  action  against 
the  corporation,  complaining  of  the  false  and  illegal  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment.   The  corporation  by  their  plea  justified  the  arrest  upon  the  ground 
.  .     that  P.  had  openly  committed  a  breach  of  the  by-laws  and  municipal  regula- 
,     tions  in  force,  by  selling  by  sample,  and  without  having  first  obtained  a 
'.   license. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada  (appeal  side),  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the  plaintifTs  acts  were  of 
such  a  nature  that  there  was  probable  cause  under  the  statute  and  by-law 
for  the  arrest,  which,  therefore,  was  not  a  tort  by  the  corporation. 

Per  Strong  and  Foumier  JJ.— The  evidence  fell  short  of  establishing  the 
' '  allegation  of  the  defendant's  plea  that  the  plaintiff"  was  actually  engaged  in 
selling,  there  being  no  proof  of  any  actual  sale,  but  did  show  that  he  was 
openly  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  transient  merchant  or  trader,  or 
employee  of  a  transient  merchant  or  trader,  without  license,  and  the  court 
' :!  would  permit  of  an  amendment  of  the  pleadings,  which  would  adapt  the 
allegations  of  the  parties  to  the  case  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence.  (See  11 
Q.  L.  R.  249). 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Plch*  T.  The  City  of  Quebec —a2nd  June,  1885. 

XilOn — Detlnne,  action  of. 

W.  left  with  C.  a  chronometer  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  repaired.  C, 
after  taking  chronometer  to  pieces,  found  detent  spring  much  rusted,  and 
sent  it  to  Boston  to  have  it  made  right.  W.  offered  C.  25.50  for  his  work, 
but  C.  said  he  would  not  deliver  the  chronometer  until  full  charges  were 
paid,  viz.,  $47.  W.  th>  eupon  sued  C  to  recover  possession  and  use  of  his 
chronometer.  The  evidence  of  the  making  of  the  contract  was  conflicting, 
and  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  chaiged  the  jr  y,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
even  if  defendant's  version  were  correct  as  to  the   orders  given  him  by 
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plaintitt'  in  reference  to  putting  the  instrument  in  order,  plaintiff  wan  entitled 
to  recover,  because  such  order  or  instructions  would  give  no  authority  to 
send  the  instrument  to  a  foreign  country  to  have  any  portion  of  the  work 
done ;  and  that,  if  it  was  bo  sent,  no  lien  would  exist  in  defendant's  favor 
for  the  value  of  the  work  without  special  instructions  or  plaintiff's  consent; 
that  no  such  order  or  consent  was  shown  in  the  evidence,  and  that  conse- 
quently no  lien  existed.  The  jury,  however,  found  a  verdict  for  defendant, 
stating,  at  the  delivery  of  it,  that  they  had  adopted  the  defendant's  state- 
ment as  to  the  authority  and  instructions  that  he  had  received  from  the 
plaintiff  in  regard  to  the  instrument  when  it  was  left  with  the  defendant. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  that 
the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  should  bo  discharged,  and,  as  no  fault  was  found 
with  the  work  done,  the  respondent  had  a  lien  until  he  was  paid  his 
charges. 

, "  Webber  v.  Cogswell.  -II,  15. 

a.  Lien  for  advances  to  get  out  timber  nndcr  afirreement— Right  to  enforce  as 
KValnat  another  creditor,  and  to  demand  an  account. 

In  January,  1876,  the  defendant  (Bew)  and  plaintiffs  (Shortreed  &  Co.) 
entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  themselves  and  with  one  Joseph 
(Gordon,  a  lumberer  who  was  then  engaged  in  manufacturing,  under  a 
contract  with  Messrs.  Allan  Gilmour  &  Co.,  waney  white  pine  timber, 
in  the  Muskoka  district,  in  Ontario,  and  to  whom  the  defendant  (Bew) 
had  already  made  advances  to  the  extent  of  nearly  $4,000  for  that 
purpose.  Under  this  agreement  the  defendant  was  to  complete  his  advance 
to  14,000 ;  and  to  enable  Gordon  to  go  on  with  his  lumbering  operations  in 
Muskoka,  the  plaintiffs  undertook  to  advance  him,  on  his  own  drafts,  drawn 
on  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  $7,000,  "or  so  much  as  with  the  said  $4,000 
would  put  the  said  timber  on  the  track  of  one  of  the  Eaid  railway  lines  (the 
Northern  Railway  or  its  extension)  free  of  all  claims."  The  defendant  was 
then  to  furnish  money  to  convey  the  timber  so  got  out  to  Quebec.  The 
plaintiffs  were  to  have  a  first  lien  for  their  advances,  commission  and  inter- 
est. Subject  to  this  lien  the  defendant  was  to  have  the  sale  of  the  timber 
and  was  to  repay  himself  his  advances  out  of  the  proceeds,  and  the  balance, 
if  any,  was  to  be  paid  over  to  Mr.  Dalton  McCarthy. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  the 
plaintiffs  made  advances  to  Gordon  to  the  extent  of  $23,881.83 ;  Uiat  Gordon 
manufactured  a  large  quantity  of  timber,  which  was  conveyed  to  Quebec  ; 
that  a  paa<^i  of  it  was  sold  from  which  the  plaintiffs  received  $18,800,  leaving 
a  balance  of  $8,000,  including  interest  and  commission  due  to  them ;  that 
the  remainder  of  the  timber,  of  the  value  of  more  than  $8,000,  and  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  had  a  lien,  as  aforesaid,  and  which  was  amply  sufficient 

18i 
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to  pay  the  olaim  of  the  pUintiffs,  wm  taken  posMSsion  of  by  the  defendant 
and  appropriated  to  his  own  uie ;  and  the  plaintiffs,  hi  oonsequenoe,  prayed 
that  the  defendant  should  be  condemned  to  pay  the  balance  so  due  to  them 
on  their  said  advances. 

The  defendant  by  his  plea  set  forth  the  special  circumstances  under 
which  the  agreement  in  question  was  entered  into,  and  averred,  among 
other  tUngi,  that  he  advanced  to  Qordon  $4,000  to  enable  him  to  manufsc- 
ture  the  timber  in  question;  that  he  advanced  him  a  further  sum  of  $3,500 
to  enable  Gordon  to  convey  it  from  the  Northern  Railway  to  Quebec ;  thst 
plainti£b  had  no  right  to  make  any  advances  on  the  timber  except  for  Uie 
purpose  "of  manufiwturing  it  and  getting  it  out,  and  placmg  it  on  the  rail- 
road." 

The  defendant  wholly  denied  that  the  plaintiffs  made  advances  to  the 
extent  of  $23,000,  and  alleged  that  the  sum  of  $18,800,  which  the  plaintifft 
admitted  they  received,  was  much  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  what  was  really 
due  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  also  alleged  that  the  plaintiflfe,  under 
the  agreement,  had  no  right  to  advance  more  than  the  sum  of  $7,000,  pro- 
vided for  Li  the  agreement,  and  that  the  portion  of  the  limber  which  came 
mto  his  possession  was  unsaleable  and  unmerchantable ;  that  it  was  placed 
in  his  hands  by  Messrs.  Gihnour  &  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Burstall  &  Co.,  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiffit. 

The  last  allegation  in  the  plea  was  that  the  plaintiffs  and  Gordon  owed 
him,  the  defendant,  for  the  causes  mentioned  in  the  plea,  $8,000,  and  that 
he  had  a  right  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  unmerohantablo  tunber  so  placed 
in  his  hands  for  the  payment  of  his  said  olaim. 

The  plaintiff's  declaration  therefore  set  forth  two  distinct  grounds  of 

action. 

The  first,  that  there  was  a  balance  of  $8,000  due  to  the  plaintiffs  upon 
the  whole  of  their  advances,  and  that  for  that  amount  they  had  a  right  to 
look  to  the  defendant 

The  second,  that  the  defendant  had  appropriated  to  his  own  use  timber 
of  the  value  of  $8,000,  upon  which  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  said  agreement, 
had  a  first  lien  for  the  said  sum  of  $8,000,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
therefore  bound  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sum  of  $8,000,  of  which 
they  had  been  so  deprived  by  the  defendant. 

The  action  was  tried  at  Quebec,  before  Meredith  C.J.,  who  found  (1) 
that  the  plaintiflfe  had  established  their  making  advances  to  Gordon  to  the 
extent  alleged,  viz.,  $23,861.83,  for  the  making  and  manufacturing  of  the 
timber  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  for  its  conveyance  to  Quebec,  for 
the  repayment  of  which  sum  out  of  proceeds  they  had  a  first  lien.    (2)  That 
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after  the  timber  reaohed  Quebec,  a  part  thereof  wai  sold  bj  the  plaintiffs  to 
Messrs.  Burstall  and  Gilmour,  as  alleged  in  their  declaration,  that  they 
received  from  the  sale  ao  made  118,800  currency,  and  that  there  remained  a 
balance  of  1900  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Allan  Gilmour  A  Co.,  as  bding  part 
of  the  price  of  the  timber  so  sold  them  by  the  plaintifis.  (3)  That  thus, 
when  the  action  was  brought^  there  was  a  balance  of  $4,161  due  the  plaintiffs 
on  account  of  their  said  advances.  (4)  That  of  the  timber  brought  down 
the  defendant  received  and  converted  tc  his  own  uce  timber  of  the  value  of 
|<(,322.93.  (5)  That  for  the  value  of  this  timber  tho  defendfint  was  account- 
able to  the  plaintiffs  under  the  agreement,  there  being  no  personal  liability 
whatever  from  him  to  them  for  the  advances.  (6)  That  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  deduct  from  this  sum  $2,309.92,  money  laid  out  by  him  for  the 
plaintiffs'  benefit,  and  that  for  the  balance,  $2,012,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  judgment  (7)  Further,  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  while  admitting  that 
the  conventional  lien,  to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party,  was  limited  to  the 
advances  madr  by  the  plaintiffs  towai'ds  the  manufacturing  of  the  said  timber 
and  its  delivery  on  the  track  of  the  Northern  Railway  and  the  Northern 
Extension  Railway,  held  that  they  had  a  common  law  lien  for  their  expen- 
diture in  bringing  the  timber  to  Quebec ;  and  on  this  ground,  no  attempt 
having  been  made  td  show  what  part  of  the  advance  went  for  one  object 
and  what  part  for  the  other,  considered  them  entitled  to  priority  over  the 
defendant's  expenditure  for  the  whole  of  their  own. 

This  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  the  defendant  contended:— 
1.  That  it  was  proved  the  plaintiffs- had  retained  a  portion  of  the  timber  for 
which  they  had  not  accounted ;  2.  That  contrary  to  the  agreement  the 
advances  had  not  been  made  on  drafts  drawn  on  defendant,  who  was  there- 
fore prevented  from  establishing  and  controlling  the  amount  of  advances ; 
3.  That  a  stun  of  $:?,500  had  been  sent  by  defendant  to  Gordon  to  pay  rail- 
way freight,  and  this  sum  should  have  been  credited  to  defendant,  although 
it  appeared  that  Ck>rdon  did  not  account  fbr  it  and  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
aware  of  its  having  been  advanced ;  4.  That  the  plaintiffs'  alleged  advances 
were  not  established  by  the  evidence. 

Held,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Henry  J,  dissenting,  that  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

Per  Strong  J.— The  advances  not  having  been  made  in  manner  prescribed, 
on  Gordon's  bills  drawn  on  defendant,  and  the  defendant  being  thiu  deprived 
of  the  power  to  control  the  amount  of  advances,  and  there  being  no  proof 
that  the  defendant  ever  acquiesced  in  a  departure  firom  the  mode  of  making 
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the  adwioM  presoribed  by  the  agreement,  or  WMved  hit  ttridt  rights  under 
it,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the  prior  lien  which  the  egreement  pro- 
Tided  for  in  case  the  money  to  be  furnished  by  them  was  advanced  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  The  defendant  had  therefore  a  ri^t  to  retain 
an  amount  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  equivalent  at  least  to  his  advance 
of  14,000. 

Per  Strong,  Foumier  and  Owynne  JJ— The  defendant  was  also  entitled 
to  the  $3,500  advanced  to  Gordon  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  railway 
charges,  Qordon  being  the  proper  person  to  be  entrusted  with  the  fiuds, 
and  no  negligence  being  imputable  to  the  defendant,  who  advanced  the 
money  to  carry  out  his  agreement.  Further,  the  plaintiff's  action  ought  to 
be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  they  had  fkiled  to  account  fat  the  timber 
which. came  to  their  hands,  or  to  prove  the  advances  which  they  claimed  to 
have  made. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Bew.  T.  81iortr«ed.-nrd  Jue,  1884. 

3.  Under  Mechanics'  Lien  Act,  as  against  prior  mortgagee. 

Hee  MECHANICS'  LIEN. 

4.  By  bank  on  shai'cs  of  insolvent. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  12. 
Life  Bent  ^Transfer  of  arrears  of. 
See  COMMUNITY.   * 

Light  and  Air. 

See  EASEMENT  3. 
Limitattons — ^Action  on  bond  given  as  collateral  security  to  moi-tgage 
—Cons.  Stats.  N.  B.  eh.  85  sees.  1  and  6—3  and  4  Wm.  IV.  ch.  42. 
See  MORTGAGE  2. 

2.  TrcepMMH- Plm  of  llberam  tenementum— Po—wwl— ,  Utlc  by. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  quare  elatuum  f regit  for  the  purpose  of  trying 
the  title  to  certain  land  adjoining  tlio  city  of  Belleville,  the  defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty ;  and  2nd.  That  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  the 
said  land  was  the  freehold  of  the  defenoMits,  M.  E.  McC.  and  J.  L.  McC, 
and  they  justified  breaking  and  entering  the  said  close  in  their  own  right, 
and  the  other  defendants  as  their  servants,  and  by  their  conunand.  The 
Z9«a  was  tried  by  Armour  J.,  without  a  jury,  and  he  rendered  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  with  thirty  dollars  damages.  The  judgment  was  set  aside  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  they  entered  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  in 
puTsvance  of  R.  8.  O.  oh.  50  sec.  287.  On  appeal,  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
Ontario  reversed  this  judgment  and  restored  the  verdict  as  originally  found 
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by  Armour  J.    The  defendAnU  thereupon  Appealed  to  to  th«  Supremo 

Court. 

Held*  that  the  appellants  (defendants)  on  whom  the  onus  lay  of  proving 
their  plea  of  liberuni  tmemmtum,  had  not  proved  a  valid  documentary  title, 
or  possession  for  twenty  years  of  that  actual,  continuous  and  visible  oluu^ 
aoter  necessary  to  give  them  a  title  undw  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  there- 
fore plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  verdict.    Henry  J.  dissenting. 

HcGoiaikj  T.  DeuMrk.— It,  609. 

8.  PoHHession  by  tenant  at  will. 

See  TENANCY  AT  WILL. 

4.  Statute  of— May  be  pleaded  by  the  Crown. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  7. 

5.  As  against  against  interest  on  taking  accounts. 

See  PAYMENT  6. 
'  "   PRESCRIPTION. 

6.  Action  of  trespass — Title  by  possession. 

See  TRESPASS  9. 

7.  In  suit  to  redeem  by  heirs  of  mortgagee — Forchase  under  decree  for 
sale  by  mortgagee — Ti-ustee  for  sale^— R  S.  Ont.  ch.  108  sec.  19, 

See  MORTGAGE  16. 

8.  Title  by  possession  acquired  under  Statute  of  Limitations,  38  Yio.  ch. 

160. 

See  POSSESSION  7.  , 

Liquor— Sale  of. 

See  LEGISLATURE  10. 

Liquor  License. 

See  LICENSE  4. 
«    LEGISLATURE  13. 

Liquor  License  Act,  1883— Amendiiw  Mt-ftr  tic.  cu.  «s  ••«.  a«- 

Reference  hy  Governer  In  Connctl— Act  nltm  vlrc*  of  Domlnloa  Parlln- 
ment. 

Case  referred  by  the  Governor  General  in  Council  under  seo.  26  of  47 
Vic.  ch.  32,  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Liquor  lioensa  Act  1883." 

IsT  QaasTioN— Are  the  following  acts,  in  whole  or  in  part,  within  the 
lej^lative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  namely  :— 

(I.)  The  Liquor  License  Act,  1883  r 

(2.)  An  Act  to  amend  the  liquor  license  Act,  1883. 

2d  QiTRSTioN.-.If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  a  part  or  parts  only  of  the 
said  acts  are  within  the  legislative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada, 
what  part  or  parts  of  said  acts  are  so  within  suoh  legislative  authori^  ? 
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Opihion.— The  ooU  referred  to  are,  and  aaoh  of  them  ia,  ultra  tiret  of 
the  legUIative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  exoept  in  lo  fitf  aa  the 
said  aota  reapeotively  purport  to  legislate  respecting  those  lioenses  men- 
tioned in  sea  7  of  the  said  "The  Liquor  Lioense  Act,  1883,"  whieh  are  there 
denominated  Vessel  Lioenses  and  Wholesale  Lioenses,  and  exoept  also,  in  so 
far  as  the  said  aots  respectively  relate  to  the  carrying  into  effect  of  the  pro- 
visions of  "The  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878."  The  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Henry  being  of  opinion  that  the  said  acts  are  ultra  viru  in  Tvhole. 

[On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  the  Acts  were  held  ultra  viret  in 

whole.] 

IB  re  The  Liquor  UeeueAct,  1881-lMh  Janiarj,  1861. 

Loan— By  trader  to  non-ti*ador — Interest— Prescription— C.  C.  L.  C.  Art 
2,260. 

See  PRBSCRIPTION  1. 
Lobs— Constructive— Total. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  2,  5,  6, 0, 15, 16.  , 

Magistrate. 

See  JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 
MalioiOUS  Proceedings — Obtaining  injunction  mttliciously. 

See  DAMAGES  19. 
2.   In  insolvency. 

See  DAMAGES  25. 
«    INSOLVENCY  9. 

Malicious  Prosecution— Action  rorI.ifcel-lllaiid«r-<PrMerlptloB«rts. 
asea  mad  aae7  C.  €.-Proeeedlns«  tnatltnted  to  remove  pAatetUT nroM  post* 
tlOB  of  eommlMiloBer  of  ozproprladons. 

This  action  was  instituted  by  James  K.  Springle  in  his  life  time  Civil 
Engineer,  for  $20,000  for  damages  which  he  alleged  he  bad  suffered  in  con- 
sequence of  hia  having  been  ui\justiy  removed  by  the  defendants  (the 
Mayor.  Ac,  of  the  City  of  Montreal)  from  the  position  of  commissioner  of 
expropriations  for  the  widening  of  St.  Joseph  Street,  in  the  City  of  Montreal. 
The  appellants,  widow  and  da\ig  ten  of  the  late  James  E.  Springle,  became 
fiauaiaSb  par  rtprite  ditutamee. 

On  the  14th  April,  1868,  Springle  and  two  others.  Brown  and  Masson, 
were  named  joint  commissioneriB  to  determine  the  amount  which  should  be 
accorded  to  the  Hon.  C.  Wilson  for  the  expropriation  of  a  part  of  his 
property. 

Mesars.  Springle  and  Brown  after  valuing  the  compensation  which 
should  be  given  to  Mr.  Wilfon  at  119,500,  (m  certain  objeoti<HU  being  made, 
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rtduoed  tlie  unount  in  their  final  report  to  $13,666.  Mr.  MsMon,  not  agree- 
ing with  hie  colleagues,  in  his  report  deolared  tbftt  97,500  would  be  a  vuffloi- 
ent  oompenaation. 

Thereupon,  on  thu  7  th  Auguat,  1868,  the  defendant*  passed  the  follow- 
ing resolution : 

"That  their  attention  had  been  called  to  the  extraordinary  award 
"  recently  declared  by  two  of  the  commissioners  (meaning  the  plaintiff  in 
'Hhis  cause  and  the  said  Thomas  S.  Brown)  appointed  in  the  matter  of 
"expropriation  for  the  widening  of  St.  Joseph  street  in  front  of  the 
"property  of  the  Honorable  Charles  Wilson;  and  that  the  exorbitant 
"  amount  awarded  by  the  miyjority  of  the  commissioners  in  that  case  was 
"  such  as  to  require  in  their  opinion  that  steps  should  be  adopted  imme- 
"  diately  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  interest  of  the  public,  and  they 
"  therefore  instructed  the  attorney  of  the  corporation  to  apply  by  summary 
"  petition  to  the  Superior  Court,  or  to  a  judge  thereof,  to  stay  the  proceed- 
"  ings  and  to  remove  and  replace  the  two  commissioners  whose  award  is 
"complained  of,  and  who,  in  their  opinion,  forfeited  their  obligations  as  such 
"commissioners." 

Conformably  to  this  resolution  the  defendants,  on  the  10th  August, 
1868,  presented  a  petition  to  the  Honorable  Hr.  Justice  Berthelot,  by  which 
they  asked  that  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  might  be  suspended, 
and  that  Springle  and  Brown  might  be  removed  for  baving  violated  and  for- 
feited their  obligations.     The  defendants  also  alleged  in  their  petition : 

"  That  they  had  been  credibly  informed  that  the  terms  of  intimacy 
"  between  the  said  Charles  Wilson,  the  party  to  be  expropriated,  and  James 
"  Key  Springle  and  Thomas  Storrow  Brown  were  inconsistent  and  inoom- 
"  patible  with  the  faithful  and  impartial  discharge  of  their  duties,  and  that, 
"  m  fact,  during  the  enquftte  the  said  James  Key  Springle  and  Thomas 
"  Storrow  Brown  frequently  dined  with  the  said  Charles  Wilson,  and  had 
"  private  conversation  with  him  upon  the  subject  of  the  expropriation  and 
"  received  suggestions  and  impressions  ex  parte  conveyed  by  the  said  Charles 
"  Wilson  in  a  private  and  clandestine  manner,  and  calculated  to  produce 
. "  the  effect  of  obtaining  the  excessive  award  complained  of;  that  during  the 
"  argument  of  the  counsel  engaged  by  the  parties  interested,  the  said  James 
"  Key  Springle  and  Thomas  Storrow  Brown  affected  to  be  interested  and  to 
"  take  notes,  but  that  such  affectation  of  interest  was  merely  a  mockery  and 
"  insult  to  the  understanding  of  the  said  petiti<niers  (to  wit,  the  said  defendants 
"  in  this  cause,)  and  the  parties  interested  ;  that  after  a  lengthened  argu- 
"  ment  continuing  till  past  four  o'clock,  the  said  Thomas  Storrow  Brown 
"  declared  his  desire  to  retire  for  ten  minutes  to  prepare  his  judgment  which, 
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"  he  stated,  was  then  in  a  written  condition,  and  thai  he  had  little  or  no  doubt 
"  of  the  concurrence  ot  hia  ooKsommissioner,  Jamos  Key  Springle,  saoh  con- 
"  duct  being  uni^oitb/  of  a  commissioner  and  productive  of  the  graveat 
"  suspicions  as  to  their  impartiality  or  love  of  juatioe  ;  that  the  said  T.  8. 
"  Brown,  hath  (Vequently  acted  as  commissioner  in  other  oases  of  ezpropri- 
"  ation,  and  specially  with  the  said  Damase  Masson,  and  hath  always  con- 
"  formed  in  opinion  with  his  ooHSommissioners,  and  has  never  differed 
i  "  from  the  said  Damase  Masson  nor  exhibited  an  extravagant  and  absurd 
"  award  before  the  present  one  to  wit,  the  said  award  now  in  question. 
« That  the  said  James  Key  Springle  and  Thomas  Storrow  Brown  were 
"  appointed  by  the  judge  at  the  urgent  instance  and  request  of  the  Raid 
«  Charles  Wilson." 

"That  the  said  James  Key  Springle  and  Thomas  Storrow  Brown  havo 
'  «  been  at  many  periods  of  time,  and  still  are  under  oecuniary  obligations  m 
"  the  said  Charles  Wilson,  and  th&t  the  said  James  Ee>  Springle  and  Thomas 
"  S.  Brown  have  not  fulfilled  their  said  duties  in  a  faithful,  diligent  and 
"  impartial  manner,  and  that,  therefore,  the  said  petitioner  prayed  in  and 
"  by  their  8»<d  petition,  for  an  order  of  the  said  judge,  adJU'lging  that  the 
"  proceedings  of  the  said  three  commissioners  should  be  stayed,  and  that 
"  the  said  James  Key  Springle  and  Thomas  S.  Brown  should  be  removed 
"  from  the  office  of  commissioners  as  having  violated  and  forfeited  their 
"  obligations." 

On  the  17th  September,  1870,  the  conclusions  of  the  petition  were 
granted  on  the  ground  that  the  oommisaioners  had  committed  an  error  of 
judgment  in  the  execution  of  their  duty  as  commissioners,  and  had  proceeded 
on  a  wrong  principle  in  estimating  the  amount  payable  for  expropriation. 
The  charges  of  fraud  and  partiality  were  held  unfounded. 

On  the  20th  September,  1873,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  tor  Lower 
Canada  re-instated  the  said  Springle  and  Brown  in  their  position  as  commis- 
sioners. 

On  the  4th  November,  1876,  this  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Privy 

CounciL    Their  Lordships  say : — 

"  The  petitions  contained  charges  of  very  scandalous  firaud  and  parti* 
«  aUty. 

"  Their  Lordships  think  it  unfortunate  that  such  charges  were  made, 
"  because  it  turned  out  there  was  no  ground  whatever  for  them.  The  res- 
"  pondents  were  removed,  not  for  having  carried  into  effect  a  right  principle 
"  erroneously,  but  for  having  a<}opted  an  erroneous  principle.  Their  Lord- 
"  ihips  consider  that  the  principle  adopted  by  tha  respondents  was  not 
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«  erroneotu,  and  therefore  that  the  inferenoe  of  want  of  dili(i;ence  drawn 
<«  from  it  faili." 

In  the  meantime,  in  May,  1871,  Springle  had  brought  the  present  aotion 
of  damages  against  the  defendant*— and  this  action  was  prosecuted,  on  his 
death,  by  the  present  respondents. 

At  the  hearing  on  the  merits,  the  present  appelUuits  urged  three  points 
and  they  submitted : 

1st.  That  the  action  was  absolutely  barred  under  Arts.  2262  and  2267  of 
the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  which  read  respeotirely  as  follows.  Art. 
2262 :  "  The  following  actions  are  prescribed  by  one  year :  1.  For  slander  or 
"  libel,  reckoning  from  the  day  that  it  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
"aggrieved." 

Art.  2267.  "  In  all  the  cases  meiitioned  in  Arts.  2250,  2260,  2261  and 
"2262,  the  debt  is  absolutely  extinguished,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
''after  the  delay  for  prescription  has  expired." 

2nd.  That  the  appellants  had  not  been  actuated  by  malice,  that  they 
had  considered  it  a  duty  to  adopt  proceedings  for  the  redress  of  grievances 
complained  of  by  the  interested  parties,  that  there  was  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  for  their  acts,  and  that  Springle  had  suffered  no  damage  for 
which  they  were  amenable  to  Ibt. 

The  Superior  Court,  relying  on  the  provisions  of  the  code,  dismissed  the 
aotion  on  the  3 1st  May,  1880,  without  entering  into  the  merits,  but  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  on  the  27th  January,  1883,  reversed  the  judgment  and 
aUowe<.l  $3,000.00  damages  to  the  present  respondents,  being  of  opinion  that, 
SB  the  matter  was  still  in  course  of  litigation,  Arts.  2262  and  2267  C.  C.  did 
not  apply,  and  the  action  was  not  prescribed ;  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
fraud  and  misconduct;  that  the  proceedings  were  without  reasonable  and 
probable  cause,  and  malice  should  be  inferred. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Foumier  J.  dissenting,  that  the  action 
was  not  an  aotion  merely  for  the  libel  contained  in  the  resolution  of  the  7th 
August,  li^QS,  but  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  following  up  that  resolution 
by  proceedings  instituted  in  the  courts,  maliciously  and  without  any  reason- 
able and  just  cause,  and  prescription  did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  termina- 
tion of  such  proceedings.  The  aotion,  therefore,  and  judgment  for  damages 
should  be  sustained,  no  objection  having  been  raised  that  the  action  was 
prematurely  brought. 

Per  Strong  J. — Following  the  practice  adopted  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  where  they  either  increase  or  lessen  the  amount  of 
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d»magos  according  to  thoir  appreoution  ot  th«  faoU,  the  daiuagea  in  thb 
OMO  ahould  be  increaied  to  91U,(N)(). 

Per  0  Wynne  J.— The  meaning  of  a  malioioua  prosecution  is  tha  ^  a  party, 
from  a  maliciouei  motive,  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  oauae,  aets  the 
law  in  motion  againat  another ;  and  at  the  want  of  probable  oauae  for  initi- 
tuting  the  legal  proceeding'  complained  of  is  the  oaaeutial  foundation  of  the 
action,  the  termination  of  auch  proceeding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  must  he 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  It  ia  obvioua  therefore  that  the  period  when 
prescription  of  auch  an  action  will  be^  to  run  cannot  be  until  auch  te^ 
mination. 

Appeal  diamiaaed  with  costa. 

Montreal  t.  Hall.-lMh  Janaarj,  188S. 

Iff^n^^^inxiB — Appeal  in  cohos  of. 

See  JURISDICTION  11. 
2.    By  raombor  of  bcnofit  socioty  to  bo  rolnstatod. 

Hee  BENEFIT  SOCIETY. 
8*   To  compel  issue  and  delivery  of  debontui*eH. 

See  BY-LAW  3.  ^'^'^  • 

4.  Bale  nisi  for-CTonnty  school  rates  for  1S7S-78— Rev.  stet.  eta.  sa,  sec.  sa, 
X.  ■. 

A  mandamua  waa  applied  for  at  the  instance  of  the  seaaions  for  the 
county  of  Halifia,  to  compel  the  warden  and  council  of  the  town  of  Dart- 
I '  mouth  to  asaesa,  on  the  property  of  the  town  liable  for  asaeasment,  the  sum 
of  $16,976  for  its  proportion  of  county  school  rates  for  the  years  1873-78, 
imder  sec.  52  of  the  Educational  Act,  R.S.N.S.  oh.  38.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Nova  Scotia,  without  determining  whether  the  required  asaeasment  was 
possible  and  waa  obligatory  when  the  writ  was  issued,  made  the  rule  nisi  for 
a  mandamus  absolute,  leaving  these  questions  to  be  determined  on  the 
return  of  the  writ. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  lliild,  Strong  and 
Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  granting  of  the  writ  in  this  case  was  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court  below,  and  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  cannot  at 
present  be  questioned. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J_  That  the  town  of  Dartmouth  is  not,  but  that  the  city 
of  Halifax  is,  exempted  by  ch.  32  R.S.N.S.  fh>m  contribution  to  the  county 
school  rates. 

Zte  Qoeen  t.  Warden  and  OonncU  of  the  Town  of  Dartmootb.— ix,  50t. 

5.  Never  gitrnted  to  compel  a  person  to  do  what  is  impossible. 

Sm  LICSNSX  4. 
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6>    Wrii  vf— ll«<iirn  l«-D««i«rrer  Ut  iwtiini. 

On  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  tiM  Supreme  Court  of  NoTa  Hootia, 
quaahing,  on  demuirer,  a  return  to  a  writ  of  mandamus,  and  ordering  a 
peremptory  writ  to  iHue,  the  objection  was  taken  that  under  the  practice  in 
Nora  Hootia  a  demurrer  would  not  lie  to  a  return  to  a  writ  of  mandamus. 

Held,  that  this  objeetion  must  be  over-ruled  and  the  appeal  heard  en 
its  merits. 

Dartnoath  t.  Tke  <tM«n.-imi  Hiiy,  18M. 
7.   To  compel  nchool  coromiHsionora  to  cany  out  deciHion  of  Supeiin- 
tendent  of  Kducation.     40  Vic.  ch.  22  sec.  1 1  Q. 
See  EDUCATION  3. 

Maritime  Court  of  Ontario— Act  eatobiiabia*.  latM  vire*. 

Iffid,  that  40  Vio.  oh.  21,  establishing  a  court  of  maritime  juriadiotion 
for  the  Province  of  Ontario,  is  intra  virea  of  the  Dominion  Parliament. 

"  The  Plcton."-lT,  848. 

2.    Appeal  and  eroMHippeal-Collbilon  wfltta  aaehor  of  a  vessel- C^atrlbu' 
tai7  ■ecllceace-Dansavce,  apportloameat  of. 

On  the  27th  April,  1880,  at  Port  E.,  on  Lake  Erie,  where  vessels  go  to 
load  timber,  staves,  Ao.,  and  where  the  "Erie  Belle,"  the  respondent's 
vessel,  was  in  the  habit  of  landing  and  taking  passengers,  the  "M.  C.  Upper," 
the  appellant's  vessel,  was  moored  at  the  west  side  of  the  dock,  and  had  her 
anchor  dropped  some  distance  out  in  continiution  of  the  direct  line  of  the 
east  end  of  the  wharf,  thus  bringing  her  cable  directly  across  the  end  of  the 
wharf  ftx)m  east  to  west,  and  without  buoying  the  same  or  taking  some 
measure  to  inform  incoming  vessels  wheie  it  was.  The  *'  Erie  Belle  "  came 
into  the  wharf  safely,  and  in  backing  out  from  the  wharf  she  came  in  contact 
with  the  anchor  oi  the  "M.  C.  Upper,"  making  a  large  hole  in  her  bottom. 
On  a  petition  filed  by  the  owner  of  the  "Brie  Belle,"  in  the  Sfaritime  Court 
of  Ontario,  to  recover  damages  done  to  his  vessel  by  the  schooner  "  M.  C. 
Upper,"  the  judge  who  tried  the  case  fonnd,  on  the  evidence,  that  both 
vessels  were  to  blame,  and  held  that  each  should  pay  one-half  of  the  damage 
sustained  by  the  '''  Srie  Belle." 

On  appeal  by  owner  of  "31.  C.  Upper"  and  cross-appeal  by  owner  of 
"  Erie  Belle  "  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  C  J.  and 
Foumier  and  Taschereau  .TJ.,  that  as  the  "  Erie  Belle,"  being  managed  with 
care  and  skill,  went  to  the  wharf  in  the  usual  way,  and  came  out  in  the  usual 
way,  and  as  the  "  M.  C.  Upper  "  had  wrongfully  and  negligently  placed  her 
anchor  (as  much  a  part  of  the  vessel  as  her  masts)  where  it  ought  not  to 
have  been,  and  witiiout  indicating,  by  a  buoy  or  ollierwise,  its  position  to 
the  "  Erie  Belle,"  the  owner  of  the  "Erie  Belle  "  was  entitled  to  full  com- 
pensation, and  the  "  M.  C.  Upper"  should  pay  the  whole  of  the  damage. 


286 
Maritime  Court  of  Ontario— Continued. 

Per  Strong,  Henry  an<10wynne  JJ.,  tb»t  the  «  M.  C.  Upper  "  h»d  a  right 
to  have  her  anchor  where  it  wm,  and  that  it  was  not  in  the  line  by  which 
,<  the  «  Erie  Belle '  entered  and  by  which  sho  oould  havn  banked  out ;  that 
the  Htrain  on  the  anchor  chain  when  the  crew  of  tho  «  M.  C.  Upper "  wera 
hauling  on  it  all  tho  time  the  "  Erie  Belle  "  waa  at  Port  K.  ■ufflciently  indi- 
cated the  position  of  the  anchor,  and  therefore  that  the  accident  happened 
through  no  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  *'  M.  C.  Upper." 
,  The  court  being  equally  divided,  the  appeal  and  craHs-appeal  were  di«- 

•       mined  without  ooeta,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario 
affirmed. 

McCallnm  v.  OdeUe.-Tll,  M. 

« 

3.   lurladletloa  or-Rev.  Htata.  Onl.  rh.  laA-C'olllNlon-Nesllvenre,  c«iuIm( 
deatii— Aetton  In  rem  by  motker  of  deeeMMd  child-HaBler  nnd  Mrvaat. 

The  appellant's  child,  a  minor,  was  killed  in  a  collition  between  two 
veMels  by  the  negligence  of  the  officers  in  charge  of  one  of  them,  "  The  Gar- 
land." Petition  against  « The  Qarland,"  libelled  under  the  Marituue  Court 
Act  at  the  port  of  Windsor,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  claiming  $2,000 
damages  suitered  by  her,  rwing  to  the  death  of  her  son  and  servant,  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  o  Boers  in  charge  of  said  •'  Chirland."  The  respon- 
dent intervened,  and  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  petition  did  not 
set  forth  a  cause  of  action  agamst  "  The  Garland  "  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court. 

Held,  Foumier  and  Tasohereau  JJ.  dissenting,  that  th6  Maritime  Court 
of  Ontario  has  no  jurisdiction  apart  from  R.  8.  0.  oh.  128  (re-enacting  in  that 
Province  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  9  and  10  Vic.  ch.  98),  in  an  action  for  personal 
injury  resulting  in  death,  and  therefore  the  appellant  had  no  locua  alandi,  not 
having  brought  her  action  as  the  personal  representative  ol  the  child. 

Per  Fournier,  Tasohereau,  Henry  and  Gwynne  J  J.,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario,  that  Vice- Admiralty  Courts  in 
British  possesions  and  the  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario  have  whatever  jurisdic- 
tion the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has  over  "any  claim  for  damages  done  by 
any  ship,  whether  to  person  or  to  property." 

Per  Foumier  and  Tasohereau  JJ.  dissenting,  thut  apart  from  and  inde- 
pendenUy  of  ch.  128  Rev.  Stats.  Ont,,  the  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario  has 
jurisdiotion  in  a  proceeding  m  rem  against  a  foreign  vessel  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  for  iiyuries  resulting  in  death;  that  the  appellant,  either  in  the 
capacity  of  parent  or  of  mistress,  was  entitled  to  claim  damages  for  the  loss 
of  her  son  or  servant* 

Monaghan  t.  Horn.— tU,  409. 
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4.     ■arlllM*   Mart  •rOatarto,  apitMil  fy -<'»llfcil<«    li«yl 


Appeal  fWnu  a  judgment  of  the  judge  of  the  Mantiiue  Court  of  Ontario 
»t  Randwioh  and  Windaor. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  tug  "  Minnie  Morton  "  to 
recover  damages  occasioned  by  the  tug  being  nm  into  by  and  getting  foul 
with  a  mil  in  tow  of  the  tug  John  Owen.  The  collision  occurred  on  the 
eveniog  of  the  1st  October,  1881.  At  the  time  of  the  colliaion  the  Minnie 
jlorton,  which  had  been  during  that  and  the  preceding  day  acting  as  a  deck 
for  divers,  who  were  engaged  in  the  endeavor  to  Hoat  a  vessel  named  the 
Mwun,  then  grounded  to  the  north  of  Bois  Blanc  IsUod,  in  the  Detroit 
River,  was  tied  on  the  North  side  of  the  Rwain,  that  is  further  in  the  channel, 
when  the  John  Owen  towing  a  raft  of  logs  passed  down  the  river  to  the  east- 
ward of  the  same  island,  and  the  tail  of  the  raft  collided  with  the  Minnie 
Morton,^  and  carried  her  down  the  river  where  she  sank,  and  oould  not 
afterwards  be  found.  The  Detroit  River  is  divided  into  two  ehannelw  by 
Bois  Blanc  Island,  and  the  eastward  channel  on  the  Canadian  side  is  used  for 
towing  ruts  down  that  stream.  The  petitioner  averred  that  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  Owen  in  passing  the  point  where  the  Morton  was  lying,  negli- 
gently steered  the  Owen  nearer  to  the  island  than  they  should  have  done ; 
that  the  Owen  on  account  of  the  size  of  the  raft  was  unable  to  exercise  pro- 
per control  over  it,  and  it  was  carried  by  the  current  in  a  westerly  direction 
against  the  Morton,  and  that  the  slow  rate  of  speed  at  which  the  Owen  pro- 
ceeded in  passing,  either  from  the  inability  of  the  tug,  or  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  master  and  crew  to  proceed  faster,  in  conjunction  with  the 
neglect  of  the  Owen  to  pursue  a  proper  course,  directly  contributed  to  the 
disaster  by  permitting  the  raft  to  approach  so  near  to  the  Morton,  and  with 
an  insufficient  rate  of  speed  to  resist  the  action  of  the  current. 

The  answer  denied  the  charge  of  negligence  -,  averred  that  the  tug  and  her 
raft  were  navigated  with  all  due  skill ;  that  the  "  Owen,"  after  having  passed 
Lime  Kiln  Crossing,  kept  as  near  to  the  easterly  bank  of  said  river  as  she 
could  be  kept  with  safety ;  that  she  was  proceeding  with  as  much  speed  as 
it  was  practicable  to  maintain ;  that  there  was  a  strong  north-easterly  wind, 
and  that  the  action  of  the  wind  caused  the  end  of  the  raft  to  be  thrown  tow- 
ard the  upper  end  of  the  island,  and  if  it  came  into  collision  with  the 
"  Morton,"  the  same  was  not  imputable  to  any  fault,  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  tug,  her  of&cers  and  crew. 

The  defendant  oontended  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  traffio  in  the  river, 
most  of  which  passes  to  the  eastward  of  the  island  referred  to ;  that  many  rafka 
in  every  year,  and  at  all  seasons,  are  towed  down  the  river,  and  such  rafts 
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vary  in  aiie,  some  of  them  numbering,  according  to  the  evidence,  4,000,000 
feet ;  that  these  rafts  necessarily  require  a  great  deal  of  room,  in  fact  occupy 
while  passing  the  Boil  Blanc  Island,  nearly  all  the  space  of  the  stream  nari-- 
gable  at  this  point ;  that  the  "  Minnie  Morton,"  being  so  lying  in  the  chan- 
nel, was  at  the  time  of  the  accident  without  any  lookout  or  watch  of  any 
kind ;  that  she  had  not  any  light,  or  if  a  light,  that  it  was  not  of  a  sufficient 
siie  or  brightness,  nor  in  accordance  with  the  statute  requirement  in  that 
behalf,  and  that  the  "  Minnie  Morton,"  lying  in  this  navigable  river,  not  in  a 
harbor  nor  at  a  wharf  or  dock,  ought  to  have  been  manned  so  as  to  have 
easily  moved  out  of  the  way  of  passing  vessels  or  rafts,  so  as  to  be  out  of  the 
position  of  danger  to  herself  in  which  she  was  lying  and  out  of  the  course  of 
vessels  lawfully  navigating  the  stream. 

The  Judge  of  the  Maritime  Court  pronounced  in  favor  of  the  petitioners 
and  condemned  the  « Owen "  for  all  damages  sustained  by  the  petitionen 
in  consequence  of  the  collision  and  total  loss  of  the  "  Morton,"  and  fixed 
the  damages  at  $^600, 
'  '  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  finding  of  the 
judge  of  the  court  below  should  be  affirmed.  Gwynne  J.  dissenting. 
Appeal  disraissed  with  costs.  -  i«*.,'iv,  - 

__  Owen  T  Odettc-mh  Jane.  188S. 

Marriage. 

See  DIVORCE.  .  .  v^r  . 

Marriage  Contract— I>onati(Hi  in.        l;^  ,"<    !\'  rt; 

See  DONATION. 
Master  of  Ship— Dismissal  of  by  Company — ^Part  owner. 

iS«e  CONTRACT  6. 
Master  and  Servant— Eight  of  action  for  loss  of  Servant— By  Mother 
for  death  of  Child. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  3. 
PlechaniCS  Lien— mor  mor«vi«c«-D«lay-Rev.  8.  O.  eh.  180. 

The  period  of  90  days  limited  by  the  21st  sec.  ot  the  Mechanics'  Lien 
Act  (R.  S.  O.  oh.  120),  for  the  commencement  of  proceedings  to  enforce  the 
lien  applies  to  an  action  or  proceeding  against  a  mortgagee  or  other  person 
claiming  an  interest  in  the  lands,  and  that  whether  proceedings  have  or  have 
not  been  previously  taken  against  the  owner  within  the  90  days. 

The  plaintiffs,  assignees  of  a  mechanics*  ?ien,  brought  an  action  against 
the  ownor  and  a  prior  mortgagee,  but  their  action  was  dismissed  as  against 
the  mortgagee  for  want  of  prosecution.  Having  succeeded  in  obtaining  s 
Judgment  establishing  their  lien  against  the  owner,  they  brought  this  actioii 
after  the  lapse  of  more  than  90  days  frwrn  filing  their  lien  to  obtain  a  declaration 
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of  priority  over  the  prior  mortgagee  to  the  extent  that  the  work  inoreased 
the  selling  value  of  the  land. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that  the 
lien  had  ceased  to  exist  as  against  the  mortgagee. 

(For  a  full  statement  of  the  facts  see  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Haffntr  3  Ont. 
Bep.  183  and  10  Ont.  App.  R.  592.) 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs . 

BftDk  of  Montreal  v.  Wonwlck.— ISth  May,  1885. 
Merchants'  Shipping  Act,  1854  (Imp.)— Does  not  prevent  pr^ 
perty  in  ship  passing  to  assignee  under  Insolvent  Act,  1875. 

.See  INSOLVENCY  13.  .  ,     . 

Mesne  Profits— In  action  for  use  and  occupation. 

Set  TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 
Misrepresentation— By  co-obligor,  as  to  effect  of  bond. 
See  AGREEMENT  11. 

2.  By  vendor  of  patent,  as  to  duration  of  right. 

.See  PATENT  OF  INVENTION  2. 

3.  Bj'  promoters  of  company — False  statements  in  prospectus — Fraudu- 

lent concealment — ^Action  for  deceit. 
See  CORPORATIONS  24. 

4.  Fraudulent,  as  to  security  given  in  payment  of  goods. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  14. 
MisfeaSOr,  Joint — Judgment  obtained  against — Effect  of. 
See 'PETITION  OF  RIGHT  15. 

Mitoyennet6 — comiuom  wan. 

Held,  that  an  owner  of  property  adioining  a  wall  cannot  make  it  oom* 
mon  imless  he  first  pays  to  the  proprietor  the  part  he  wishes  to  render  oom- 
men,  and  half  the  value  of  the  ground  on  which  such  wall  is  built. 

Joyce  T.  Hart.-!,  881, 

AlOrtgage — Agreement  to  postpone— Iiron«revititratlon— Priority. 

In  1861,  W.  M.,  the  owner  of  real  estate,  created  a  mortgage  thereon  in 
favor  of  J.  T.  for  $4,000.  In  1863  he  executed  a  subsequent  mortgage  in 
favor  of  J.  M ,  the  appellant,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $20,000  and  interest, 
which  was  duly  registered  on  the  day  of  its  execution.  In  1866  W.  M.  exe- 
cuted another  mortgage  to  the  respondent  C,  for  the  sum  of  $4,000,  which 
was  intended  to  be  substituted  for  the  prior  mortgage  of  that  amount,  and 
the  money  obtained  thereon  was  applied  towards  the  payment  thereof,  and 
J.  M.  executed  an  agreement  under  seal — a  deed  poU— consenting  and 

agreeing  that  the  proposed  mortgage  to  respondent  C.  should  have  priority 
19  .  *-       ^ 
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over  hiB.  In  1875  J.  M.  assigned  his  mortgage  for  $20,000  to  the  Queb«o 
Bank,  without  n'jtice  to  the  bank  of  his  agreement,  to  secure  aoceptancei 
on  which  he  was  liable,  which  asaignment  was  registered,  and  superseded 
the  agreement,  which  C.  had  neglected  to  register.  C.  filed  his  bill  against 
the  executors  of  W.  M.,  and  against  J.  M.  and  the  bank.  The  Court  of 
Chancery  held  that  the  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  relief  upon  the  faoti 
as  shown,  and  dismissed  the  biU.  The  Court  of  Appeal  afllrmed  the  decree 
as  to  all  the  defendants,  except  as  to  J.  M.,  who  was  ordered  to  pay  off  the 

.        respondent's  (plaintiff's)  mortgage,  principal  and  interest,  but  without  cost*. 
J.  M.  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Strong  J.  dissent- 
ing, that  as  appellant  could  not  justify  the  breach  of  his  agreement  in  faror 
of  C,  he  was  bound  both  at  law  and  in  equity  to  indemnify  C.  for  any  loss  he 

sustained  by  reason  of  such  breach. 

MeDompdl  T.  CampbelK— Tl,  50). 

2.   I.lnaltallonB-SUitatcs  of— Ch.  84  see.  40  and  ch.  »^  ■««■.  1  A  e  Con.  Ntats. 
N.  B.-CoT«iuMt  In  mortvace  deed— Payment  by  coM»bllKor. 

J.  H.  borrowed  $4,000  from  M.  C.  on  the  27th  Baptembor,  1850,  at  which 
date  J.  H.  &  J.W.  gave  their  joint  and  several  bond  to  M.  C,  conditioned 
for  the  repayment  of  the  money  in  five  yean,  with  interest  quarterly  in  the 
meantime.  At  the  same  time,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  $4,000,  two 
separate  mortgages  were  given :  one  by  J.  H.  and  wife  on  H.'s  wife's  pro- 
perty, and  one  by  J.  W.  and  wife  on  W.'s  property.  Neither  party  executed 
the  mortgage  of  the  other.  The  mortgage  from  J.  W.  contained  a  provision 
that  upon  repayment  of  tfie  sum  of  XI, 000  and  interest,  according  to  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  by  J.  W.  and  J.  H.,  or  either  of  them,  their,  or  cither 
of  their,  heirs,  etc.,  then  said  mortgage  should  be  void ;  a  similar  provision 
being  inserted  in  the  mortgage  from  J.  H.  The  bond  and  mortgagee  were 
assigned  toL.  et  al.  (the  appellants)  in  1870,  and  the  principal  money  has 
never  been  paid.  J.  W.  died  in  1858,  and  by  his  will  devised  all  his  residuary 
real  estate,  including  the  lands  and  premises  in  the  above  mentioned  mort- 
gage, to  G.  W.  (one  of  the  respondents)  and  others.  J.  W.,  in  his  lifetime, 
was,  and  since  his  death  the  respondents  have  been,  in  possession  of  the 
premises  so  mortgaged  by  J.  W.  Neither  J.  W.,  nor  any  person  claiming 
by,  through,  or  under  him,  ever  paid  any  interest  on  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
or  gave  any  acknowledgment  in  writing  of  the  title  of  M.  C,  or  her  assigns. 
■  J.J.  H.,  the  oo-obligor,  paid  interest  on  the  bond  from  its  date  to  27  th  March, 
'  1870.  On  20f<h  January,  1881,  under  Consolidated  Statutes  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, ch.  40,  a  suit  of  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  premises  mortgaged  by  J.  W. 
was  oommenced  by  the  appellants  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Hew  Brunswick 
in  equity,  and  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  respondents. 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  GOV  «  below,  Strong  J.  disaenting,— 1.  That  all  liability  of  J.  W.'i 
perMnal  representatiyea  and  of  hia  heira  and  deviieea  to  any  action  whatever 
upon  the  bond  waa  barred  by  aeoa.  1  and  6  of  oh.  85  Consolidated  Statutea  of 
New  Brunawiok,  although  payment  by  a  co-obligor  would  hare  maintained  the 
action  alive  in  its  integrity  under  the  Engliah  Statute  3  and  4  William  1 V.  ch.  42. 

2.  That  the  right  of  forecloaure  and  aale  of  the  landa  included  in  the  J. 
W.  mortgage  waa  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in  real  actions,  Cona. 
Stata.  N.  B.  oh.  84  aeo.  40. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — ^The  only  person  by  whom  a  payment  can  be  made,  or 
an  acknowledgment  in  writing  can  be  aigned,  so  as  to  atay  the  currency  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  a  point  which,  being  reached,  frees  the  mort- 
gaged landa  from  all  liability  under  the  mortgage,  must  be  either  the  original 
party  to  the  mortgage  contract,  that  is  to  say,  the  mortgagor,  or  aome  peraon 
in  privity  of  estate  with  him,  or  the  agent  of  one  of  such  persona,  and  that 
moneya  paid  by  J.  H.  in  discharge  of  his  own  liability  had  none  of  the  charao  - 
teristioB  or  quality  of  a  payment  made  under  the  liability  created  by  W.'s 

mortgage. 

Lewin  T.  WllBon.-lx,  687. 

3.  Mortgagee  of  vessel  who  ai^signs  as  collateral  security  has  an  insurable 
interest — Notice  of  abandonment  by. 
See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  5. 
4<    B.  S.  O.  cb.  104— Wronvfnl  dto<reas  for  tnorigBgm  money. 

A  mortgage  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  reapecting  Short  Forms  of 
Mortgages,  R.  S.  O.  ch.  104,  contained  the  clauses  mentioned  in  the  atatute, 
and  among  the  reat  those  which  provided  that  the  mortgagees  on  default  of 
pajrment  for  two  months,  might  on  one  month's  notice,  enter  on  and  lease 
or  sell  the  lands ;  that  they  might,  distrain  for  arrears  of  interest,  and  that 
until  default  of  payment,  the  mortgagors  should  have  quiet  posi(,ession.  In 
addition  to  the  statutory  clauses  the  mortgage  contained  the  following  pro- 
vision and  variation :  "  And  the  mortgagor  doth  release  to  the  company  all 
hia  claims  upon  the  said  lands,  and  doth  attorn  to  and  become  tenant  at  will 
to  ihe  company,  subject  to  the  said  proviso." 

Ueld«  per  Strong,  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ.  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. 
contra,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  deed  there  waa  no  reserva- 
tion of  rent  entitling  the  mortgagees  to  claim  a  landlord's  right  as  against  an 
execution  creditor  of  a  year's  arrears  of  intereat  on  their  mortgage  before 
removal  of  gooda  on  mortgaged  premises  by  the  sheriff. 

The  oourt  being  equally  divided  the  appeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Trut  It  Loan  Ooapany  t.  Lawrason  A  al.— x,  079. 
19J 
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5.  Ofshoros. 

SeeCORPOllATIONSll. 

6.  Off  Mitete  tell-  Stetntorjr  dlscbanr*,  ••'•ct  •ff— B.  M.  O.  ch.  Ill  ■•«■.  •  aad  67. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Henry  J.  dUsentinf, 
that  the  execution  and  registration,  in  accordance  with  the  Revisod  Statutes 
of  Ontario,  oh.  Ill,  see  67,  of  a  discharge  of  a  mortgage  made  by  a  tenant  In 
tail  reconveys  the  land  to  the  mortgagor  barred  ot  the  entaiL 

Lawlor  T.  Uwlor.— X,  m. 

7.  By  railway  company  of  road. 

ifee  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  1. 

8.  Stetmte  orrraadB-BIll  for  redemptlon-AlMoIatcdccd— Parol  evMcBre  to 
■kow  that  It  waa  to  lake  elTect  aa  a  mortcace  held  admlMlble-EvldenM 
of  plalBtlflT  uncorrobomted  InanOlelent— se  Tie.  ch.  lO  Ont. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  in  1876  by  the  children  and  heirs-at  Iaw  of  Jesie 
W.  Rose,  alleged  that  the  deceased  had,  in  1861,  conveyed  certain  real  estate 
to  his  brother,  Isaac  Newton  Rose,  upon  the  expressed  trust  that  he  would 
advance  him  $1,000,  and  hold  the  property  as  security  for  the  repayment  of 
that  sum  with  interest ;  that  he  never  did  advance  that  sum  ;  that  .Jesse  W. 
Rose  died  in  1872;  that  Isaac  Newton  Rose  died  in  1874,  having  devised  this 
property  to  his  son ;  that  the  trusts  upoL  which  it  had  been  conveyed  had 
been  fulfilled ;  and  sought  an  account  of  Isaac  Newton  Rose's  dealings  there- 
with. The  defendant,  the  executor  and  executrix  of  Isaac  Newton  Rose,  set 
up  an  absolute  sale,  and  relied  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

The  evidence  will  be  found  set  out  fiilly  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the 
court  below  (,See  3  Ont.  App.  R.  3U9) ;  part  of  such  evidence  consisted  of  the 
testimony  of  Colin  Henderson  Rose,  one  of  the  plaintiffii,  a  son  of  Jesse  W. 
Rose,  to  the  effect  that  his  father  being  in  difficulties  in  1861,  Isaac  Newton 
Rose  told  him  (C.  H.  R.)  that  he  would  take  an  assignment  of  the  propertj, 
pay  off*  certain  mortgages  thereon,  advance  Jesse  W.  Rose  f  1,000  and  reoon- 
vey  it  at  any  time. 

Proudfoot  V.C.  made  a  decree  directing  an  account,  and  allowing  the 
plaintiffs  to  redeem  the  lands  on  payment  of  the  amount  due  to  the  defend- 
ants in  respect  of  the  advances  made. . 

The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  held  that  the  evidence  showed  the 
transaction  to  be  a  sale,  and  reversed  the  decree.  Patterson  J.A.  being  of 
opinion  that  oral  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  vary  the  deed,  and  Burton 
J.A.  being  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  CoUn  required  corroboration  under 
36  Vic.  ch.  10  (Ont.)  Blake  V.C.  dissented,  holding  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible,  and  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  decide  against  the  judgment  of 
the  V.  C.  in  determining  the  weight  to  be  attaohed  to  the  evidence. 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  parol  evidence 
was  admiaeible  to  ahow  that  the  abaolute  oonveyanoe  was  intended  to  take 
effeot  as  a  mortgage,  but  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  ao  far  a«  it  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  ground  that  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff',  Colin  Henderson 
Rose,  required  confirmation,  was  correct  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  coats. 

Bou  T,  Hlckfy.-lSth  March,  1880. 

9.  Deed  Intended  to  operate  Mt— PnrclUMe  for  vnlno  without  notice— Beffla> 
tmtlon— MorlKove  or  wale— Pnrehnoe  with  aarrecnient  to  reoeil— Amend* 
ment,  rlyiit  to  order,  nnder  A.J.  A.Ont.  sec.  SO. 

The  plaintiff,  alleging  herself  to  be  the  owner  of  the  land  in  dispute, 
filed  her  bill  alleging  that  she  conveyed  the  said  lands  ou  the  31st  day  of 
August,  1866,  to  one  James  McFarlaoe,  deoaased,  by  a  deed  absolute  in 
form,  but  which  was  intended  to  be  a  security  only  for  the  repayment  of  the 
sum  of  $500,  then  advanced  by  MoFarlane  to  her;  that  subsequently  McFar- 
lane,  by  deed  absolute  in  formj  dated  the  13th  of  June,  1871,  conveyed  the 
lands  to  defendants  Rose  and  McKenzie ;  that  Rose  and  McEenzie  had  at 
the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  them  notice  of  the  plaintifTs  rights ;  that  sub- 
sequently and  on  the  21st  of  June,  1872,  the  defendants  Rose  and  McEenzie 
conveyed  the  lands,  by  deed  absolute  in  form,  to  the  defendant  Thomas 
Burke  ;  that  Burke  had,  before  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  him,  notice 
of  the  plaintiff's  rights  ;  that  in  order  tQiseoure  the  payment  of  part  of  his 
purchase  money  to  the  defendants  Rose  and  McEenzie,  Burke  mortgaged 
the  lands  to  them  by  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  12th  day  of  July, 
1872,  which  they  subsequently  assigned  to  one  Watson  ;  and  she  prayed  that 
it  might  be  declared  fhat  the  deed  to  McFarla  «  was  intended  to  operate 
only  as  a  security  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  let  in  to  redeem  the  lands  ; 
and  that  the  defendant  Burke  might  be  restrained  from  cutting  timber  and 
ordered  to  account  for  the  timber  cut ;  and  that  the  defendants  might  be 
ordered  to  remove  the  mortgage  made  to  Rose  and  McEenzie,  and  for  other 
relief. 

By  their  answers,  the  defendants,  Rose,  McEenzie  and  Burke,  while 
admitting  that  the  conveyance  to  McFarlane  was  intended  only  to  operate  as 
a  flecurity,  denied  that  they  had  any  notice  of  that  fact,  and  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  hold  the  lands  as  purchasers  for  value  without  notice-  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim. 

The  cause  was  heard  by  Spragge,  Chancellor,  before  whom  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  was  taken  on  the  5th  of  May,  1875. 
During  the  progress  of  the  cause,  and  before  the  evidence  had  all  been 
adduced,  and  before  any  argument  of  the  case,  *n  application  was  made  to 
his  Lordship,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Burke,  fcr  leave  to  file  a  supple- 
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mental  answer,  setting  up  the  registry  laws  m  a  defence  to  the  plaintiff's 
olaim.  This  was  refused,  and  a  decree  was  made  declaring  that  the  oonyey- 
ance  to  MoParlane  was  only  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  $500 ;  that 
Rose  and  McEenzie  bought  with  actual  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff's  claim, 
and  that  Burke  bought  from  them  with  actual  notice. 

Burke  then  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal'of  Ontario,  which  court 
held  that  the  evidence  did  not  shew  that  Burke  had  actual  notice  of  the 
'  plaintiff's  claim  when  he  purchased,  that  the  amendment  should  have  been 
allowed,  and  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  had  power  then  to  allow  it  under  the 
A.  J.  Act,  sec.  50,  but  as  it  would  not  be  proper  to  oonolude  the  plaintiff 
without  an  opportunity  of  producing  further  evidence,  the  case  was  sent 
down  for  another  hearing. 

Proudfoot  V.C.  dissented,  on  the  ground  that  the  permission  to  amend 
was  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  and  that  the  court  should  not  interfere 
,(•    with  his  decision.     (See  4  Ont.  App.  B.  25.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Gwynne  J. 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  judgment  refiising  the  amend- 
ment was  properly  appealable  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario,  but  when 
that  court  had  made  an  order  allowing  the  amendment  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretionary  power,  it  might  be  doubted  whether  the  Supreme  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appfal  from  such  order.  Assuming  the  Supreme 
Court  to  have  such  jurisdiction,  it  should  be  chary  in  exercising  it,  lest  by  so 
doing  it  should  injuriously  fetter  the  very  extensive  discretion  in  matters  of 
amendment  with  which  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  had  thought  fit  to  invest 
all  courts  in  that  province.  * 

The  doctrine  that  where  a  purchaser  without  notice  has  paid  a  portion 
of  the  purchase  money  and  has  given  a  mortgage  for  the  balance,  and  before 
payment  of  this  mortgage  becomes  affected  with  notice  of  an  equitable  title 
in  plaintiff,  who  subsequently  files  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  sale,  the  purchaser 
shall  be  entitled  to  no  relief  or  consideration  whatever  in  a  court 
administering  equity  in  respect  of  the  purchase  money  paid  before  he 
became  affected  with  notice,  was  questioned  in  Totten  v.  Douglas  (18 
Grant  352),  and  the  assertion  of  it  in  this  case  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
porting the  decree  was  also  a  reason  for  affirming  the  allowance  of  the 
amendment.  These  claims  of  transfers  of  the  legal  estate  to  relations  upon 
an  alleged  verbal  promise  to  hold  as  a  mortgage  subject  to  redemption,  or  to 
recovery  upon  repayment  of  a  sum  of  money,  ought  t>o  be  scrutinized  with 
the  utmost  jealousy,  but  more  especially  when  the  rights  of  tliird  persons 
who  have  paid  large  simis  of  money  to  the  apparent  owners  upon  the  £sith 
of  their  title  being  good  are  brought  in  question,  and  it  might  prove  pro- 
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motive  of  the  ends  of  jiutioe  that  the  allowance  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment would  give  further  opportunity  for  the  oonaideration  of  this  point. 

Further,  the  decree  took  no  notice  of  the  interests  of  Watson,  the 
assignee  of  the  mortgage,  who  could  not  be  deprived  of  the  estate  by  any- 
thing done  in  the  suit  as  constituted. 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J.  dissenting. — ^The  Supreme  Court  should  determine 
whether  or  not  the  Chancellor  was  right  in  his  opinion  that  the  amendment 
refused  by  him,  und  directed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  would  not  on  the  facts 
as  proved  be  of  any  avail  to  the  defendants  if  it  had  been  on  the  record  at 
the  time  of  his  decision ;  and  if  not  |he  amendment  should  not  have  been 
allowed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  but  the  judgment  of  the  Chancellor  should 
have  been  affirmed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs,  Ritchie  C.  J.  and  Henry  J.  dissenting. 

91  Jone,  1880. 

The  defendant  Burke  subsequently  put  in  a  supplemental  answer  deny- 
ing  notice  of  the  plaintiffs  claim,  and  claiming  the  protection  of  the  registry 
laws,  and  that  he  was  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice.  The  case  was 
again  brought  on  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  and  hearing,  on  31st 
March,  1881,  before  Spragge  C,  who  held  that  the  defendant  had  no^ce  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim  at  the  time  he  purchased,  and  was  not  a  bondjide  pur- 
chaser for  value  without  notice. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario  that  court  was  equally 
divided.    (See  9  Ont.  App.  R.  429.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Gwynne  J,  dissent- 
ing, that  the  redeemable  character  of  the  transaction  being  admitted  on  the 
pleadings,  was  not  open  to  discussion.  The  only  point  to  consider  was 
whether  the  learned  «)hanceUor  was  wrong  in  finding  as  matter  of  fact  that 
the  defendants  had  actual  notice.  If  they  had  actual  notice  this  would 
defeat  the  regictere'l  title.  The  court  being  unable  to  say  the  learned  chan- 
cellor was  wrong,  thought  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Per  Gwynne  J.,  dissenting,  that  the  transaction  was  a  sale  of  the  land 
to  McFarlane,  and  the  evidence  only  established  that  McFarlane  verbally 
and  voluntarily,  and  so  in  a  manner  not  binding  upon  him,  promised  James 
Peterkin,  who  acted  as  plaintiff's  agent,  and  whom  McFarlane  regarded  as 
selling  the  land  although  the  deed  was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  that  he  might 
re-purchase  the  land,  and  that  he  (McFarlane)  would  re-sell  and  re-convey  it 
.  to  him  upon  repayment  of  the  sum  of  9500  at  any  time  during  his  (McFar- 
lane's)  lifetime ;  and  further,  that  there  was  no  evidence  establishing  any 
notice  whatever  binding  upon  the  defendant  Burke,  or  which  could  have  any 
effect  to  defeat  his  purchase.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Peterkin  t.  ][erarlMe.-19th  Jumary,  188S. 
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10«  Aaslffanent  or  mortffaf  «•  mi  eollntcml  ••rarity— Dn<jr  of  AsHl(n*«^  «•  U 
eollactlnir— Bond,  Action  on-Eqnltable  plen— Tminaforor  Avtlon  to  Court 
ofChnneory  nndor  admlntotratlon  or  Jnstlro  Act,  Ont. 

Action  on  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay  the  sum  of  £18,250  on  Ut  July, 
1883,  with  intereHt  at  six  per  cent,  half  yearly  in  advance.    Plea  upon  equit- 

'  able  grounds,  in  substance,  that  before  the  making  of  the  bond  the  plaintiSi 
through  the  late  John  Ilillyard  Cameron,  their  trustee  and  manager,  agreed 
to  advance  to  defendants  the  sum  of  £1S,2A0  by  transferring  to  them  certKiu 
sterling  debentures  of  the  town  of  St.  Catharines  to  tliat  amount,  for  which 
the  defendants  should  give  to  the  plaintiffs  good  mortgages  upon  real  estate 

,  to  be  approved  by  plaintiffs'  said  manager,  and  that  in  the  meantime  the 
defendants  should  execute  said  bond,  but  that  the  debentures  should  only 
be  handed  over  to  the  defendants  as  and  when  such  approved  mortgages 
should  be  delivered  to  the  plaintifis ;  that  defendants  assigned  certain  mort- 
gages and  executed  others  upon  their  own  real  estate,  which  were  accepted 
and  approved  by  plaintiffs'  manager,  who  handed  over  debentures  amounting 
at  their  par  value  to  £14,000  stg. ;  that  plaintiffs  realized  upon  some,  if  not 
all,  the  mortgages,  and  defendants  also  paid  large  sums  on  account  and 
defendants  believed  their  bond  was  fully  paid,  but  had  r9oeived  no  account, 
and  as  the  payments  were  numerous  and  extended  over  many  years  and  the 
accounts  were  complicated,  they  prayed  that  the  suit  should  be  transferred 
under  the  Admn.  of  Justice  Act  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  the  acoouuta 
there  taken.  The  case  was  transferred  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  where 
with  the  consent  ot  the  parties,  a  decree  was  made  referring  it  to  the  Master 
to  take  the  account  between  the  parties.  The  Master  made  his  report  and 
the  defendants  appealed  therefrom  on  three  grounds  :  - 

1.  Because  the  Master  had  not  charged  the  plaintiffs  with  the  amount 
of  a  draft  for  $1,697  with  interest. 

2.  Because  the  Master  ought  to  have  charged  the  plaintiffs  with  the 
difference  between  £2,000  in  sterling  debentures  and  18,000  currency,  the 
amount  due  on  a  mortgage,  referred  to  as  the  Ross  mortgage. 

3.  Because  the  Master  ought  to  have  charged  plaintiffs  with  interest  on 
16,484  (the  amount  of  a  mortgage  given  by  one  McQueen  and  assigned  to  the 
plaintiffs)  from  10th  August,  1859. 

The  first  ground  of  appeal  turned  entirely  on  the  weight  to  be  given  to 
the  evidence  on  one  side  or  the  other  respecting  the  draft  in  question,  which 
the  plaintiffs  contended  was  an  accommodation  draft  given  by  one  of  the 
defendants  to  their  manager,  the  defendants  alleging  that  it  was  given  in 
payment  of  an  instalment  of  interest.  Froudfoot  V.  C.  allowed  the  appeal 
on  this  ground  and  Lis  judgment  was  upheld  by  both  the  Court  of  Appeal 
and  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 
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A»  tp  the  second  ground  of  the  appeal,  it  appeared  that  among  the 
mortgagflg  aMigned  to  Ihe  plaintifTi  was  one  for  96,4H4  bearing  interest  at 
6  per  cent.,  executed  by  one  McQueen  upon  certain  land  sold  to  him  by  one 
ot  the  defendants  to  sectire  the  balance  of  purchase  money.  The  land  was 
subject  to  a  mortgage  for  $8,(X)0,  called  the  "Rom  Trust  Mortgage,"  and,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale  to  McQueen,  it  waa  agreed  the  defendants  should  pay 
off  this  prior  mortgage.  At  the  time  of  the  asaignment  of  the  mortgage  to 
the  plaintiffs  they  were  informed  of  this  agreement,  and  to  secure  the  plain- 
tiffs, their  manager  retained  two  of  the  sterling  debentures  amounting  to 
£2,000  to  pay  this  mortgage  for  98,000«  The  defendants  claimed  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  responsible  for  tbj  application  of  the  $8,000  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  debentures  from  the  9tb  March,  1800,  the  date  of  the  assign- 
ment of  the  mortgage,  or  that  they  should  only  be  charged  with  $8,000  of 
the  £2,000  sterling.  The  plaintiffs  contended  that  nothing  should  be 
allowed,  because  their  manager  was  also  the  manager  of  .the  Ross  estate, 
and  that  the  defendants  consented  to  his  retaining  the  two  debentures  in 
his  character  as  agent  of  the  Ross  estate  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
the  Ross  mortgage,  which  was  not  satisfied  until  1 875. 

Proudfoot  V.  C,  Held,  that  the  onus  lay  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  establish 
clearly  that  the  debentures  passed  from  them  to  the  defendants,  and  were 
held  by  Cameron  us  agent  of  the  Ross  trust  and  not  as  their  agent,  and  as 
the  evidence  was  insuflScient  to  support  this  contention  the  plaintiffs  should 
bear  the  loss. 

This  holding  was  also  upheld  by  both  the  C!ourt  of  Appeal  and  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

As  to  the  third  ground  of  appeal— although  the  plaintiffs  took  proceed- 
ings on  the  McQueen  mortgage,  the  suit  was  conducted  in  such  a  dilatory 
manner  that  the  final  order  of  foreclosure  was  not  obtained  till  2nd  April, 
1875,  and  the  property  was  then  sold  by  plaintiffs 'to  McQueen  at  a  price 
much  less  than  the  principal  and  interest  upon  his  original  mortgage 
amounted  to. 

Proudfoot  V.C.,  Held,  that  the  defendants  were  not  merely  in  the  posi- 
tion of  sureties  for  the  assigned  mortgages,  vrho  could  not  make  the  plun- 
tiffs  liable  for  mere  delay  in  proceeding  upon  the  mortgages,  but  that  when 
mortgages,  or  judgments,  or  securities  of  these  kinds  are  assigned,  the 
assignees  are  affected  with  a  trust  in  regard  to  them,  which  imposes  upon 
them  the  duty  of  diligence  in  their  management ;  the  assignment  removing 
the  property  from  the  control  of  the  debtor,  and  placing  it  wiihin  the  con- 
trol of  the  creditor,  imposes  upon  him  the  duty  of  using  proper  ezertiona  to 
render  it  effectual  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  assigned.    The  plaintifiii 
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were  therefore  liable  fornot  having  oolleoted  the  intereat  In*  question;  it 
having  been  loit  by  the  wrongful  act  of  thenuelvea,  or  their  manager,  for 
whoie  conduct  they  were  responBible. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  and  the  Supreme  Ckiurt  of  Canada  affirmed  th« 
judgment  of  Proudfoot  V.C. 

Appeal  dismiiied  with  oosta. 

The  Synod  oftii«  Diocese  of  Toronto  t.  De  Blaqul^re-lStta  Feb.  1881. 

11.  Agreement  in  general  terms  to  give  a  mortgage  in  part  payment  of 
pui'chaHe  money  is  not  conipli^  with  by  assigning  a  second  mortgage. 

.S>«  SALE  OF  LANDS  II. 

12.  Forecloaare  of  mortgay    Wale  of  Inad  ander— Hlvkt  to  sne  for  resldM 
or  debt-Prohtblttoa. 

The  testator,  Michael  Kearney,  jr.,  had  given  to  the  plaintiff  a  mortgage 
on  certain  lands  to  secure  the  payment  of  some  $7,000  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  had  also  given  to  the  plaintiff  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  due  payment 
of  said  debt  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  mortgage.  The  mortga(jor 
mvle  default  in  payment  of  the  said  money,  and  the  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed, and  the  mortgaged  premises  were  sold  by  the  sheriff,  according  to  the 
usual  practice,  and  bought  in  by  the  plaintiff  for  $4,000.  The  sheriff's  report 
of  the  proceedings  under  the  decree  of  foreclosure  and  the  sale  of  said  land 
and  application  of  the  proceeds,  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  court,  and  there 
being  still  some  $3,000  due  the  plaintiff,  he  brought  this  action  on  the  bond. 
The  special  case  admitted  that  the  proceedings  in  the  foreclosure  suit  were 
regular  in  every  respect,  and  also  that  the  plaintiff  liad  since  the  said  sale 
conveyed  the  lands  in  question  to  a  third  party.  The  defendant  applied  foi 
ft  writ  of  prohibition  to  restrain  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding  with  the  action, 
claiming  that  such  action  opened  up  the  foreclosure,  and  the  plaintiff,  not 
being  in  a  position  to  re-convey  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  defendant, 
or  the  heirs  of  the  mortgagor,  his  remedy  on  the  bond  was  barred. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  held  that  the  English  rule  did  not 
apply,  as  the  practice  was  different  in  Nova  Scotia,  the  sale  of  the  mort- 
•  gaged  lands  not  being  the  act  of  the  mortgagee  but  of  the  court,  and  refused 
the  writ. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  Judg- 
.    ment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  prohibited  from  pro- 
ceeding on  the  bond  to  recover  the  residue  of  his  debt. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

GhlibolB  T.  Kenny.— 16th  February,  1885. 

13.  Of  interest  in  ship. 

See  mSOLVENCY  13. 
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14.  Mochanic'ti  lion  an  ngainHt  prior  mortgagee. 

Set  MECHANICS  LIEN. 

15.  AMlt«in«al  or  «qalty  of  rMlemption  In  trMM»-B»ieoMveyiui(w-rorMloaHf« 
■««lnat  tnMt«»-«abM4nf>nt  Mil»-Pow*r  of  mI«,  •xcr«l««t  or,  ky  <lMd  mtUr 
lorrcloonro. 

Kelly  gave  a  mortgage  of  lea«ohold  premiiiea  to  reftpondenta,  with  ooTen- 
ant  authorizing  them  to  sell  on  default,  with  or  without  notice  to  the  mori> 
gagor,  and  at  either  public  or  private  sale.  The  mortgage  conveyed  the  un- 
expired  portion  of  the  current  term  and  "  every  renewed  term."  Afterwards 
Kelly  conveyed  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgaged  premises  to  one 
O.'S.,  in  trust,  to  carry  out  certain  negotiations,  and  left  the  country.  Dur- 
ing his  absence  the  lease  of  the  groimd  expired,  and  it  was  renewed  in  the 
name  of  O.'S.  Default  having  been  made  in  payment  of  interest  under  the 
mortgage,  a  suit  was  brought  against  O.'S.  for  foreclosure,  prior  to  which  O.'S., 
having  been  threatened  with  such  suit,  re-oonreyed  equity  of  redemption  to 
Kelly,  but  deed  was  never  delivered.  O.'S.  then  filed  an  answer  and  dis- 
claimer of  interest  in  said  suit,  which  he  afterwards  withdrew  and  consented 
to  a  decree,  and  the  mortgagees  subsequently  sold  the  mortgaged  premises 
to  the  defendant  Damer  for  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage ;  the  deed  to  Damer  recited  the  proceedings  in  foreclosure  and  pur- 
ported to  be  made  imder  the  decree. 

Kelly  brought  suit  to  have  the  deci'<)e  of  foreclosure  opened  and  can- 
celled, the  deed  to  Damer  set  aside,  and  to  be  allowed  to  ooime  in  and 
redeem  the  premises. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (11  Ont.  App.  R. 
526)  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  even  if  the  decree  of  foreclosure  were  impro- 
perly obtained,  and  consequently  void,  yet  the  sale  to  Damer  was  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage  and  should  be  sustained,  and 
that  it  passed  the  renewed  term  which  was  included  in  the  mortgage. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Kelly  T.  Imperial  Loan  Ins.  Go.  (99  O.L.J.  18,  6  O.L.  Times  117)  leth  Not. 

1885. 

lo>  rorceloaare  and  Mle-Pnrehiiae  by  mortcavce-Rlcht  to  red«em-8Utn«e 
of  llmltnUonB-R.  8.  Ont.  eh.  108  see.  I0-Tras«ee  ror  rale-Aeqnleoeenee. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit  against  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  mortgagor,  who  were 
all  infants,  a  decree  was  made  ordering  a  sale ;  the  lands  were  sold  pursuant 
to  the  decree  and  purchased  by  J.  H.,  acting  for  and  in  collusion  with  the 
mortgagee,  who  had  not  received  permission  from  the  court  to  bid  ;  J.  H., 
immediately  after  receiving  his  deed,  conveyed  to  the  mortgagee,  who  there- 
upon took  possession  of  t!.e  lands  aud  thenceforth  dealt  with  them  as  the 
absolute  owner  thereof;  by  subsequent  devises  and  oonveyances  the  lands 
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booame  VMt«d  in  th«  dofemlant  M.  H.,  wlio  sold  thera  to  the  «lofen»i*nt  L, 
a  bona  Jide  purohaner,  without  notice,  Uking  *  mortgage  for  the  purchu* 
money.  In  *  iuit  to  reileem  the  laid  Und«  brouK»il  by  the  heini  of  tk« 
mortgagor  •ome  eighteen  yearn  after  the  lale  and  more  than  Hve  yearn  atWr 
Home  of  the  heir*  had  become  of  age  (Hoe  9  Ont.  App.  R.  537), 

Held,  that  the  purchase  by  the  mortgagee  through  .1.  H.  wan  voj.l  in 
equity  i  the  evidence  showed  that  the  arrangement  had  a  prejudicial  eltkl 
upon  the  Hale,  and  tho  price  was  leu  than  the  fair  value  of  the  proiM^rty; 
the  luit  waa  one  impeaching  a  purchaae  by  a  truBtoe  for  lale,  and  Uw 
defendant,  and  thoae  under  whom  they  claimed  novor  having  been  in  poi 
sewion  in  the  character  of  mortgagee.,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  had  no 
application  and  tho  right  of  the  plaintiff-  to  redeem  wa.  not  barred ;  nor  h»A 
the  plaintiffs  lost  such  right  either  by  lachea  or  acquiegoence,  as  it  appeared 
they  were  not  aware  of  the  f^udulent  character  of  tho  .ale  until  just  \^fm 
commencing  their  suit.  That  L.,  being  a  purchaaer  for  valuable  conaideratioo 
without  notice,  waa  entitled  to  retain  the  benefit  of  hi.  purchase  .ubjeot  to 
the  mortgage,  which  .hould  be  deposited  in  court,  and  upon  which,  and  th* 
money  thereby  .ecured,  the  plaintiff,  should  have  a  lien  for  the  amount 
which  might  be  found  due  to  them,  and  L.  should  be  ordered  to  pay  the 
mortgage  money  into  court  a.  it  should  become  due,  L  to  bo  paid  hi.  coiU 

•  by  hi.  oo-defendontck    Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

raalds  T.  Harper.  M  C.  I.  J.  162 ;  6.  C.  I.  T.  246.- -9th  March,  1881 

Mortmain— Statutes  of— Not  in  force  in  Now  Bninswiok. 

See  WILL  6. 
'  Municipal  Acts— Kolating  to  original  road  allowance.      >    ;. 

See  HIGHWAY. 
Municipal  Corporation— Power  to  raise  level  of  streets. 

See  CORPORATIONS  16. 

2.  Liability  of  for  non-repair  of  streets. 

See  CORPORATIONS  18. 

3.  Liability  of  for  defective  bridge. 

See  CORPORATIONS  19. 

4.  MnnlelpaUty— Dralnave  in— Petition  for-Extendlns  into  adJoininK  ■■■>• 

clpalltr-Report  of  Engineer— Not  deflnlnv  proposed  termini— Bene**  !• 
landa  In  adjoining  Mnnicipallly— Aaaeiiament  on  adJoinln«r  MnnlclpalWy- 

Under  the  drainage  clause,  of  the  Municipal  Act  a  by-law  was  passed 
by  the  township  of  Chatham  founded  on  the  report,  plans  and  specification! 
of  a  surveyor,  made  with  a  view  to  the  drainage  of  certain  lands,  in  that  town- 

•  ship.    The  by-law,  after  setting  out  the  fact  of  a  petition  for  such  work  havini 
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bMn  iiigne<l  by  n  majority  of  the  ratopayuni  of  th»  towniihip  to  \f  beii<ifllt«<l 
by  the  work,  recited  thn  report  of  tlie  Hurveyor,by  which  it  appeared  that  in 
order  to  obtain  a  Huffloinnt  fall  it  waa  neoeitary  to  continue  he  drain  into  the 
adjoiiting  townahip  of  uoTer.  The  niinreyor  aMossed  certtin  lota  and  roadii 
in  Dover,  and  alito  the  town  line  between  Dover  and  Chathasn,  for  part  of  the 
ooHt  an  for  tmnetit  to  he  dorived  bv  the  naid  lots  and  roa<b  therefor.  The 
township  of  Dovttr  Hpprale<l  from  thia  rnport,  under  aec.  &H2  of  4A  Vic.  oh. 
18,  on  the  groundit,  inttr  alia,  that  a  minority  ot  the  ownera  of  property  to 
be  benefitted  by  the  proposed  drainage  worka  had  not  petitionc^d  for  the 
conatruction  of  auoh  work  as  required  by  tbo  atatute ;  that  no  proper  reports, 
plana,  apeoiflrationa,  a'^aesamenta  and  eatiniates  of  said  proposed  work  had 
been  made  and  terved  aa  required  by  law;  that  the  council  of  Chatham,  or 
the  surveyor,  had  no  power  to  aaHeaa  or  charge  the  lands  in  Dover  for  the 
purposes  stated  in  the  said  report  and  by-law ;  and  that  the  report  did  not 
apecify  any  facts  to  show  that  the  council  of  Chatham,  or  their  surveyor,  had 
aoy  authority  to  aaeeaa  the  lota  or  roada  in  Dover  for  any  part  of  the  ooat  of 
tne  proposed  work ;  that  the  assesament  upon  lota  and  roads  in  Dover  was 
much  too  high  in  proportion  to  any  benefit  to  tie  derived  from  the  proposed 
work  and  that  no  aaseaament  whatever  should  be  made  on  the  lamls  or  roads 
in  Dover  as  the  work  would,  in  fuot,  be  an  injury  thereto ;  and  that  the  report 
did  not  suflSciently  specify  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  work,  nor  the 
manner  in  which  Dover  was  to  be  benefitted. 

Three  arbitrators  were  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  at . 
their  last  meeting  they  all  agreed  that  the  Township  of  Dover  would  be  bene- 
fitted by  the  woi  k,  but  R.  F.,  one  of  the  arbitrators,  thought  $500  should  be 
taken  off  the  town  line,  and  W.  D.,  another  of  the  arbitrators,  held  that 
while  the  bulk  sum  assessed  was  not  too  great  the  assessment  on  the  res- 
pective lands  and  road'  and  parts  thereof  should  be  varied,  but  that  this 
was  a  matter  for  the  Court  of  ReviBion.  A  memorandum  to  this  effect  was 
signed  by  W.  D.  and  A.  E.  the  third  arbitrator,  at  the  foot  of  which  R.  F. 
signed  a  memorandum  that  he  dissented  and  declined  to  be  present  at  the 
adjourned  meeting  to  sign  the  award  "if  in  accordance  with  the  above 
memoranda."  Later,  on  the  same  day,  W.  D.  and  A.  E.  met  and  signed  an 
award  determining  that  the  assessment  on  the  lands  and  roads  in  Dover, 
and  on  the  town  line  made  by  the  surveyor  should  be  sustained  and  con- 
firmed ;  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  several  grounds 
mentioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal  bad  not  been  sustained. 

The  Queen's  Bench  Division  set  aside  this  award  on  two  grounds,  namely, 
want  of  concurring  minds  in  the  arbitrators,  and  of  defect  in  the  surveyor's 
report  in  not  showing  specifically  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  work.    5  0. 
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B.  325.    The  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  was  sustained  by  the 

C!ourt  of  Appeal.    11  Ont.  App.  R.  248.    On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 

Canada : 

„■;•■>.•  Held,  Ritchie  CJ.  dissenting,  that  the  award  should  have  been  set  aaide 

r.,:^  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  shown  that  a  petition  for  the  proposed  work 

'*,<;i  was  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  owners  of  the  property  to  be  benefitted 

.  >    thereby,  so  as  to  give  to  the  corporation  of  Chatham  jurisdiction  to  enter  the 

ri     township  of  Dover  and  do  any  work  therein. 

'  '.<  That  the  erbitrators  should  have  adjudicated,  upon  the  merits  of  the 

>-  appeal,  against  the  several  assessments  on  the  lots  and  roads  assessed,  u 

1        their  award  was,  by  sees.  400  and  403  of  46  Vic.  ch.  18,  made  final,  subject  to 

appeal  only  to  the  High  Court  of  Judicature,  and  it  was  not  a  matter  for  the 

>r-   Court  of  Revision  to  deal  with  at  all,  as  held  by  one  of  the  arbitrators. 

K^  That  the  award  should  have  been  set  aside  because  it  did,  in  point  of 

,,:  .  liMSt,  as  it  stood,  profess  to  be  a  final  adjudication  against  the  township  of 

;   Dover  upon  all  the  grounds  of  appeal  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  did, 

,y.   in  point  of  fact,  charge  every  one  of  the  lots  and  roads  so  assessed  with  the 

:  ..     precise  amount  assessed  upon  them  respectively,  although,  by  a  minute  of 

., ,..  the  proceedings  of  the  arbitrators  who  signed  the  award,  it  appeared  that 

...   they  refused  to  render  any  award  upon  such  point  and  expressed  their 

intention  to  be  to  submit  that  to  the  Court  of  Revision. 

That  the  arbitrators  should  have  allowed  the  appeal  to  them  against  the 

■       surveyors  assessment,  and  that  their  award  should  have  been  set  aside  on 

the  merits,  because  the  evidence  not  only  failed  to  show  any  benefit  which 

■  the  lots  or  roads  in  Dover  which  were  assessed  would  receive  from  the  pro- 

■  posed  work,  but  the  evidence  of  the  surveyor  himself  showed  that  he  did 
.  not  assess  them  for  any  benefit  the  work  would  confer  upon  them,  but  for 
.    reasons  of  his  own  which  were  not  sufficient  under  the  statute  and  did  not 

,,.,;.    warrant  them  to  be  asseseod. 

•X-'  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.  .r.  r;    i   • 

..^     The  Corporation  of  the  Township  of  Chatham  and  If  orth  Gore  t.  The  Corpora' 

tlon  of  the  Township  of  Dover  East  and  West.—iprll  9th,  1886. 
Mutual  Insurance  Companies -Uniform  Conditions  Act,  E.  S.  0. 
ch.  162,  not  applicable  to. 

See  INSURANCE,  FiRE  5. 

Navigation — OlMtmctlon  in  navlvaMe  wstera»  below  low  water  ma  A-' 
NnlMMiee— Trespass. 

E.  et  al.  brought  an  action  of  tort  against  W.  for  having  pulled  up  piles 
in  the  harbor  of  Halifax  below  low  water  mark,  driven  in  by  •them  as  sup- 
ports to  an  extensicm  of  their  wharf,  built  on  certain  land  covered  with 
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water  in  said  harbor  of  Halifax,  of  which  thoy  had  obtained  a  grant  from  the 
provincial  government  of  Nova  Scotia  in  August,  1861.  W.  pleaded,  tn<er 
alia,  that "  he  was  possessed  of  a  wharf  and  premises  in  said  harbor  in 
virtue  of  which  he  and  his  predecessors  in  title  had  enjoyed  for  twenty  years 
and  upwards  before  the  action,  and  had  now,  the  right  of  having  free  and 
uninterrupted  access  from  and  to  Halifax  harbour,  to  and  from  the  south 
side  of  said  wharf,  with  steamers,  Ac,  and  because  certain  piles  and  tim- 
bers, placed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  said  waters,  interfered  with  his  rights,  he 
(defendant)  removed  the  same."  At  the  trial  there  was  evidence  that  the 
erections  which  E.  tt  al.  were  making  for  the  extension  of  their  wharf  did 
obstruct  access  by  steamers  and  other  vessels  to  Ws.  wharf.  A  verdict  was 
rendered  against  W.,  which  the  full  court  refused  to  set  aside. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  Of  Canada  it  was  Held,  reversing  the 
judgrnent  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  that,  as  the  Crown  could  not, 
without  legislative  sanction,  grant  to  E.  et  al,  the  right  to  place  in  said  har- 
bor below  low  water  mark  any  obstruction  or  impediment  so  as  to  prevent 
the  free  and  full  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  navigation,  and  as  W.  had  shown 
special  injury,  he  was  justified  in  removing  the  piles  which  were  the  trespass 

complained  of. 

Wood  T.  Esson.— Ix,  239. 

2.   Obstniction  in  navigable  rivers. 

See  LEGISLATURE  8. 

0.  Impeding  navlsatloa  of  river -Obstracttons  placed  for  purpose  of 
repairing  bridge— Powers  of  Bridge  Company— Negrllarence -Damages  to 
raft-4S  Tic.  ch.  61  D.-44  Tic.  ch.  51  D. 

The  plaintiff,  by  his  declaration  in  this  action,  in  substance  alleged  that 
he  was  possessed  of  a  raft  of  oak  logs  and  was  lawfully  floating  the  same  down 
the  Red  River,  which  is  a  navigable  river,  and  that  the  defendants  had  unlaw- 
fully placed  certain  piles  and  obstructions  in  the  bed  of  the  said  river  and 
obstructed  the  free  navigation  thereof,  so  that  the  raft  of  the  plaintiff  struck 
against  the  said  piles  and  obstructions,  and  thereby  the  said  raft  and  the  said 
logs  composing  the  same  were  carried  away,  destroyed  and  sunk. 

The  defendants,  by  their  pleas,  denied  that  they  placed  said  piles  and 
obstructions  in  the  bed  of  the  said  river,  and  alleged  that  the  said  raft  was 
not  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  alleged  that  they  were  a  body  corporate, 
empowered  by  certain  Acts  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  (43  Vic.  oh.  61,  and 
44  Vic.  ch.  51,)  to  erect,  construct,  work,  maintain  and  manage  a  bridge 
across  the  Red  River,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  said  Acts  they  have  erected 
such  a  bridge,  and  that  before  the  happening  of  the  events  complained  of  it 
became  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  up  and  maintaining  the  said 
bridge,  to  place  the  said  piles  and  obstructions,  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
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in  the  bed  of  said  river,  at  and  under  the  said  bridge,  and  that  thereupon 
they  lawfully  placed  the  said  piles  and  obstructions  there  for  the  purpoiei 

'  ' '  aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that  they  used  the  utmost  care  and  dili- 
gence in  the  placing  o(  said  piles  and  obstructions,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with 
the  free  navigation  of  said  river,  and  that  the  said  piles  and  obstructions  did 
not  interfere  with  the  free  navigation  thereof,  and  that  the  damages  com 
plained  of  happened  through  the  appellant's  own  negligence. 

The  bridge  having  been  injured  by  the  ice  in  the  spring  of  1882,  it 
became  necessary  to  repair  it.    The  piles,  &o.  complained  of  were  placed  in 

' '      the  space  where  the  plaintitt's  raft  struck,  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  in 

^'^  the  repairing  of  the  bridge  and  rebuilding  the  permanent  structure  after  iti 
iiyury.  • 

The  bridge  was  obnstructed  vith  a  swing  or  draw,  and  two  spaces  of 
between  eighty  and  ninety  feet  were  left,  one  upon  each  side  of  the  swing 
pier,  as  required  by  the  Acts  of  incorporation.  "These  spaces  were  open  st 
the  time  of  the  iivjury  complained  of,  no  piles  having  ever  been  placed  in 
them. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintitf.    The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 

,,,;.    Manitoba  set  the  verdiot  aside  and  ordered  a  non-suit  to  be  entered. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  livid,  that  the  defendants 
had  not  exceeded,  nor  been  guilty  of  negligence,  in  carrying  out  the  powers 
conferred  upon  them  by  their  charter,  and  were  therefore  not  liable. 

vi  &  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.       e*v  *<?  < 'W-'i  ■•'.•^►"•jjf'^.iv- 

KolstonT.  RedRlTer  Bridge  Co.-iath  May,  1885. 

4.    JTavlvatlon,  Interference  with— HVHter  lota— Crown  grant— EnAement—TrM* 
pawi. 

This  is  an  appeal  fi*om  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario 
dismissing  the  appeal  of  the  defendants,  the  London  and  Canadian  Loan  and 
Agency  Company  (limited),  Sidney  S.  Hamilton  and  Robert  B.  Hamilton, 
from  the  judgment  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Queen's  Bench  Dirision, 
\.  The  action  was  brought  for  certain  trespasses  committed  by  the  defend- 
ants in  entering  upon  the  plaintiffs'  water  lot  and  forcibly  preventing  the 
plaintiffs  from  using  or  filling  in  the  same,  the  defendants  pretending  that 
they  were  entitled  as  owners  of  the  adjc!pi"g  lot  to  a  right  of  way  over  the 
plaintiffb'  property,  "  together  with  the  right  to  anchor  ships,  vessels,  tugs, 
schooners  and  boats,  and  allow  theni  to  remain  upon  the  lands  so  claimed 
by  the  plaintiffs  during  the  time  navigation  is  closed  in  each  year,  and  also 
at  other  times  for  shelter  and  repairs,  or  other  causes  of  detention,  as  well 
as  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  unloading  at  all  times  of  the  year." 
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The  water  lot  in  qa«stion  is  bound  on  the  north  by  the  Toronto  Esplan- 
ade, on  the  south  by  the  WiadmlU  line  (an  inlaghiary  Ime  whiofa  frihas  the 
southerly  boundary  of  all  the  wat^r  lots  in  the  city  of  Toronto),  on  Sat  west 
*  by  the  production  of  the  eastern  limit  of  Oeiorge  street,  and  on  the  east  by 
thev^ater  lot  of  the  defendants,  and  is  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  George 
Warin,  who  continues  to  carry  on  the  busmess  of  boat  building  in  which  he 
was  engagisd  at  the  oODfimeiifeement  of  this  action,  in  partnership  with  his 
brother,  Jr^es  Warin,  deobased. 

The  facts  will  be  found  morfe  fully  set  out  in  the  reports  of  the  case  in 
the  ooui-t  below.    7  Orit.  B.  706 ;  12  Ont.  App.  R.  327. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  Held,  affirmmg  the  judgment  of  the 
Qtkeen's  Bench  Division,  that  the  plaintiffs  claiming  under  a  grant  from  the 
oro>Vnto  the  city  of  TbrdMito,  wMoh  gave  a  right  to  the  city  and  its  lessees  to 
occupy  and  Use  for  tl^  purpioses  of  stores  and  buildings  certain  lots  covered 
with  water,  vi^ich  grftnt  was  coniirmeid  by  Idgislation,  had  the  right  to  build 
as  they  chose  upon  the  lotsi  subject  to  any  regulations  which  the  city  had 
the  power  to  impose  upon  the  lobk,  and  in  doing  so  to  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  the  public  to  navigate  the  Waters. 

The  finding  of  the  jiuy,  negativing  an  easement  contended  for  by  the 
defendants,  was  also  affihn^d  by  that  court. 

On  appeal  t6  the  Suprenne'  Court  of  Canada,  Held«  that  the  jud^ident  of 
the  odurt  below  should  be  affirmed. 

Pdr  Biitchie  CJ. — ^The  jury  in  the  case  negatived  the  sa]|>^posed  easement 
claimed  by  the  defendants,  the  Divisional  Court  sustained  such  &iding  and 
the'  Court  of  A|)peal  found  it  impossible  to  say  that  the  jury  had  erred.  Xo 
gdad  reaton  has  been  assigned  in'  this  court  to  justify  its  interferenoet  With- 
out the  establishment  of  such  an  easement  and  an  interference  therewith  it 
id  otear  defend^ts  cannot  succeed.  The  combined  effect  of  the  Crown 
grant  and  the  subsequent  legish^ion  clearly  gavis  a  right  to  interfere  with 
thd  naVigiltiotf  by  building'  ton  or  fillihg  up  the  lots.  Until  built  on  or  filled 
0^  th^  public,  no  doubt,  had  thd  right  to  use  the  open  waters  for  tli»  pur- 
poses t)f '  trttde*  and  navigation ;  but  sUch-  a  user  by  av/y  one  indlvidtal  would 
not  give  him  a  plrteoriptive  right  agamst  the  owner.  The  tying  of  the  vessels 
by  defendants  at  thidir  wharf  wad  avowedly  for  the  purpose'  of  pr^vettting 
phuntiffs  using  theii'  prO{>6rty.  Def^ndanti  having  built  on  their  own  pro- 
peliy  and  having  turnied  it  to  it«  full  advantage  olaimied  they  ootdd  not  get 
the  benefit  of  it  unless  allowed  to  use  part  of  plaintiflh'  lot.  There  was  no 
rdaiknUbl^-  grdimd  f6i'  interfei>ing  as  an  A|>p«llate  Cou^t  with  the  deeision 
of  the  court  belbw. 

Foumier,  Henry  and'Tasoh^rtota  J  J.  oottteurred. 
20 
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Per  Qwynne  J. — The  position  taken  by  the  defendants,  by  way  of 
defence  to  this  action,  is  utterly  untenable.  The  defendants,  tlie  Loan 
Company,  are  owners  in  fee,  and  the  other  defendants  are  in  posseaHion 
under  them  of  a  piece  of  land  covered  with  water  known  as  the  east  half  of 
a  certain  water  lot  called  water  lot  number  17,  situate  on  the  south  side  of 
the  esplanade,  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  by  title  derived  from  one  George 
Monro,  deceased,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  tenants  of  the  west  half  of  the  same 
water  lot  under  J.  M.  Monro,  who  is  the  devisee  thereof  in  fee  under  the 
will  of  the  said  George  Monro.  The  southerly  limit  of  this  water  lot,  that  is 
its  limit  on  the  water  side,  is  a  line  drawn  across  the  Bay  of  Toronto  from  a 
point  near  the  site  of  the  French  fort,  west  of  Toronto  garrison,  to  Gooder- 
ham's  mills,  as  described  in  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  the  late 
Province  of  Upper  Canada,  granted  in  the  year  1840,  which  letters  patent 
and  the  title  to  the  lands  covered  with  water  thereby  granted,  including  this 
water  lot  number  17,  were  confirmed  by  two  Acts  of  the  Parliament  of  the 
late  Province  of  Canada,  ntunely  16  Vic.  ch.  219,  and  23  Vic.  ch.  2  sec.  35. 

'i<iiT  Now  to  an  >ction  of  trespass  brought  by  the  plaintifFi  against  defen- 
dants for  forcibly  and  wrongfully  entering  upon  the  plaintiff's  half  of  the 
said  water  lot,  and  breaking  down  certain  fences  of  the  plaintiffd  thereon, 
and  with  vessels  trespassing  on  the  same,  and  forcibly  preventing  the  plain- 
tiffs from  filling  up  the  said  water  lot  and  ei\joying  the  same,  the  defen- 
dants plead  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  complained  of,  the 
defendants  Hamilton  were  in  possession  of  the  said  east  half  of  the  said 
water  lot  No.  17,  under  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  same  made  with 
the  defendants,  the  company,  who  were  the  owners  thereof  in  fee  simple,  . 
and  that  the  occupiers  of  the  said  east  half  of  the  said  water  lot  for  twenty 
years  before  this  suit  enjoyed  as  of  right  witnout  interruption  for  the  more 
convenient  use,  occupation  and  ei\joyment  of  the  said  land  of  the  defen- 
dants a  way  for,  in,  and  with,  ships,  vessels,  schooners,  tugs,  and  boats,  from 
a  public  highway  on  the  waters  of  the  bay  in  front  of  the  city  of  Toronto 
over  the  said  land  in  the  statement  of  claim  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
said  water  lot  of  the  defendants,  and  from  the  said  last  mentioned  water 
lot  over  iue  said  land  so  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  aaid 
public  highway  at' all  times  of  the  year,  together  with  the  right  to  anchor 
all  such  ships,  vessels,  schooners,  tugs  and  boats,  and  allow  them  to  remain 
upon  the  lands  so  claimed  by  the  plaintifib  during  the  time  na^  ^ation  is 
closed  in  each  year,  and  also  at  other  times  for  shelter,  or  repairs,  or  other 
cause  of  detention,  as  well  as  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  unloading  at  ail 
times  of  the  year,  and  the  plaintiffs  on  the  occasion  of  the  trespasses  alleged 
in  their  statement  of  claim  and  at  other  times  drove  piles  in  the  land  claimed 
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by  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  that  way  and  by  other  means  and  derioes  interfered 
with  and  obstructed  the  defendants  in  the  use  and  ei\joyment  of  the  said 
way  and  the  said  rights,  and  the  plaintiffs  threaten  and  intend  to,  and  they 
will|  unless  restrained  from  so  doing,  continue  to  interfere  with  and  obstruct 
the  defendants  in  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  way  and  righta.    What 
in  effect  the  defendants  assert  by  this  plea  is,  that  as  appurtenant  to  the  east 
half  of  this,  water  lot,  No.  17,  and  the  erections  thereon,  the  defendants  have 
acquired  by  prescription  a  perpetual  easement  and  right  of  way  from  the 
waters  of  the  bay  in  front  of  the  city  of  Toronto  lying  outside  of  the  line 
known  as  the  wind-mill  line  across  those  waters  of  the  bay  inside  of  that 
line,  which  cover  the  west  half  of  the  said  water  lot,  No.  17,  to  a  wharf 
erected  in  the  waters  of  the  same  bay,  situate  on  the  east  half  of  the 
same  water  lot,  and  have  so  made  the  west  half  of  the  said  water  lot, 
No.  17,  and  the  waters  of  the  bay  which  cover  it  servient  to  the  east 
half  of  the  same  water  lot.    But  if  the  waters  covering  the  west  half  of 
the  said  water  lot  be,  as  they  in  evidence  appear  to  be,  situate  in  the 
navigable  portion  of  the  Bay  of  Toronto  they  are,  although  inside  the  wind- 
mill  line,  so  long  as  the  water  lot  remains  unreclaimed  or  imimproved, 
equally  open  to  all  members  of  the  public  navigating  the  same,  and  no  pri- 
vate easement  therein  can  be  acquired  by  any  particular  person  by  reason 
of  his  being  the  owner  of  an  improved  or  reclaimed  water  lot  or  otherwise. 
To  meet  this  view  the  defendants,  by  way  of  alternative   defence,  have 
pleaded  that  the  lands  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  the  west  half 
of  the  said  water  lot  No.  17,  are  and  were,  at  the  time  of  the  trespasses 
alleged  in  the  statement  of  claim,  covered  by  the  waters  of  Lake  Ontario  or 
of  the  harbor  of  the  City  of  Toronto,  which  is  an  inlet  of  said  Lake  Ontario, 
which  were  then,  and  had  always  theretofore  been  and  now  are,  public  navi- 
gable waters  flowing  and  being  over  and  upon  said  lands,  and  such  waters 
T»ere  not  at  any  time,  and  are  not  now,  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  defendants  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  and  before  and  since,  were 
entitled  equally  with  the  plaintifib  in  exercise  of  the  right  as  part  of  the  pub- 
lic of  Canada,  to  the  full  and  uninterrupted  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said 
public  waters  flowing  and  being  over  and  upon  the  lands  claimed  by  the 
plaintiffii,  and  the  plaintiffs  wrongfully,  on  the  occasion  of  the  alleged  tres- 
passes in  the  statement  of  claim  mentioned,  and  at  other  times,  by  the 
means  stated  in  the  statement  of  claim,  and  by  driving  piles  in  the  lands 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff's  so  that  the  same  stood  up  through  the  said  pablio 
waters,  and  by  other  means  and  devices,  interfered  with  and  obstructed  the 
navigation    of    the    said    waters    and    the    defendants,    in    the    enjoy- 
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ment  of  the  same,  and  if  the  defendants  did  any  of  the  aot«  com- 
plained of,  which  they  deny,  they  did  so  for  the  purpose  of  abating  a  public 
nuisance  existing  in  the  said  waters  and  obstructing  the  the  navigation 
thereof,  and  which  acts  of  the  plaintiflb  were  also  a  nuisance  and  ii\jury  to 
the  defendants,  and  hindered  them  from  the  free  enjoyment  and  use  of  the 
said  public  right  of  navigation. 

Neither  of  these  contradictory  defences  is  at  all  tenable,  not  the  first 
because  the  waters  oovering  the  water  lots,  so  long  as  they  remain  unre- 
claimed, being  navigable  waters  of  the  Bay  of  Toronto,  no  private  em- 
ment  can  be  acquired  in  such  waters,  which  are  equally  open  to  all  her 
Majesty's  subjects  to  navigate  upon,  and  not  the  second,  because,  although 
until  reclaimed  or  enclosed  the  waters  covering  the  water  lots  as  granted  are 
open  to  the  public  to  navigate  upon,  still  the  right  to  reclaim  them,  and  to 
appropriate  them  to  their  own  private  purposes  and  uses  by  the  grantees 
in  the  terms  of  the  grants,  which  was  the  right  which' the  plaintiffs  were 
exercising,  and  with  which  the  defendants  interfered,  belongs  to  the  grantees 
of  the  respective  water  lots,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns.  The  effect  of  the 
letters  patent  granting  the  water  lots,  as  confirmed  by  the  Acts  of  Parliament, 
is  to  pass  to  the  grantees  their  heirs  and  assigns  in  fee  simple  the  land 
covered  with  water,  together  with' thle<  righi<of  reclaiming  the  water  lots  by 
filling  them  up  wholly  and  making  (fay  luid  of  them  up  to  the  win<l-mill 
.  line,  or  by  erecting  wharves,  warehouses,  or  other  structures  thereon  at  their 

.^  will  and  pleasure,  within  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  letters  patent  and 

the  confirming  Acts  of  Parliament.  In  view  of  the  high-handed  and  vexa- 
tious way  in  which  the  defendants  interfered  with  the  plaintiffs  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  undoubted  rights,  the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury,  although 
large,  cannot  be  said  to  be  excessive.  The  appeal  must  ther^ore,  in  my 
opinion,  be  dismissed  with  ooets. 
Appeal  tUsmissed  with  ooetSi 

Warin  T.  ThiB  Loudon  I  C(in.  L4Mn  A  Agency  Co.  -9th  April,  1886, 

Negligence — Axjcldent — Failure^  to  use  Air  Brakes. 

Set  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY.  COMPANIES  2. 

2.  Contributoiy — Ooltision  with  Aiiehor< 

&ee  MABITIME  COUBT  OP  ONTARIO  2. 

3.  GoUiSion  causing  death. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  O*  ONTARIO  3. 

4.  Of  servants  of  the  Oown. 

See  PETITION  OP  RIGHT  1, 10,  11, 16. 
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5.  Of  Lessee — Liability  for  fire.  "'     ,'    .'     , 

Stt  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  4.  .^^  .     . 

6.  Of  Railway  Compaoy. 

&tt  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  14, 15,  16,  17. 

7.  Of  Tog  towing  raft. 

See.  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  4.  J^ 

8.  Of  Municipal  CJorpomtion — ^Non-repAir  of  streets.  , ,! 

.<?««  CORPORATIONS  18.  v  i ,  j- 

9.  Of  Municipal  Corporation,  for  defective  Bridge.  f       ^    ,. 

.S'e«!  CORPORATIONS  19.  "    -^^ 

10.  Of  Railway  Company — Damages — "  Res  ipsa  loquitor." 

<  fWi  ft.  r    i>c  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  21. 

11.  Action  against  Bridge  Company  for  damages  to  i-aft.    Powers  of  com- 
pany. 

8ee  NAVIGATIONS.  • 

12.  Of  Railway  Company — Causing  death  of  wife — Damages. 

vi|*4  ih    "S^ee  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  24.  . 

13.  Of  Solicitor,  in  not  regbteiing  mortgage — Laches  by  client. 

Set  SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT  2. 

14.  Railway  Company — Right  to  protect  itself  from  liability  for,  by  special 
contract — ^Railway  Act,  1868,  sec.  20  sub-sec.  4 — 31  Vic.  ch.  43  sec.  5. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  26. 

15.  Of  Municipal  Corporation — ^Defective  sidewalk — Contributoiy  negli- 
gence— ^New  tiial. 

See  CORPORATIONS  23. 

16.  Railway  Compauy — Accident — Ferry — Whdrf— Absence  of  reasonable 
precautions.  -  ~ 

See  Railways  and  railway  companies  26. 

New  Brunswick — Dispute  with  Province  of  Canada  as  to  territory — 
Timber  Licenses — Petition  of  Right  by  Licensee  against  Dominion 
Government. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  20. 
New  Trial— Power  to  grant— Sees.  20  and  22  S.  &  E.  C.  A. 
See  JURISDICTION  20,  22,  23. 


2. 


In  criminal  appcal-dms.  State.  U.  C.  eb.  11%  and  Cons.  SMt.  X.  C.ch. 
77.  sees.  57,  SN,  and  59,  aa  the  aame  nngr  be  •fliMtad  by  S9  and  S8  Tl«.  eta. 
a»  sec.  80,  and  88  Tie.  cb.  11,  see.  4». 

Held,  that,  since  the  passing  of  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  29,  sec.  80,  repeal- 
ing so  much  of  ch.  77  of  Cons.  Stat.  L.  C.  as  would  authorize  any  court  of 
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the  Province  of  Quebec  to  order  or  grant  a  new  trial  in  any  criminal  oaae, 

and  of  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  36,  repealing  »ea.  63  of  oh.  77  Cons.  Stats.  L.  C, 

the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  has  no  power  to  grant 

a  new  trial,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  exercising  the  ordinary 

appellate  powers  of  the  court,  under  sees.  38  and  49  of  38  Vic.  ch.  11,  should 

give  the  Judgment  which  the  court  whose  judgment  is  appealed  from  ought 

to  have  given,  viz:  to  reverse  the  judgment  which  has  been  given,  and  order 

prisoner's  discharge. 

Lallberte  t<  The  Queen.- -I,  t\1» 

3>    New  (rial— Evldeuee -Where  Improperly  received  and  afterwarda  with- 
drawn by  Jndve  from  Jury— lilcenae  lo  en(  timber. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  licensee  of  certain  crown  lands,  under  license 
from  the  Crown,  to  cut  timber  and  logs  thereon.  These  licenses  did  not 
contain  any  description  or  boundaries,  but  were  described  as  (1)  "1^0.192 
*<  east  half  block  176  MuzeraU  Brook,  containing  three  square  miles,"  and 
(2)  "  South  of  main  S.  W.  Miramichi  River,  N.  east  quarter  of  block  42,  and 
"the  southern  1^  miles  of  block  41."  The  plaintiff  endeavored  by  the 
evidence  of  one  Braithwaite  and  one  Freeze  to  identify  the  lands  alleged  to 
be  included  in  these  licenses,  and  in  their  evidenco  and  that  of  one  Flynn 
proved  that  logs  had  been  cut  upon  these  blocks  by  two  parties,  respec- 
tively named  Sutherland  and  Kirwan,  and  on  the*  trial  the  plaintiff  offered  to 
prove  the  statements  of  the^e  two  parties  and  admissions  made  by  them. 
The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  these  statements  as  no  evidence  against 
the  defendant,  and  on  the  objection  being  taken,  the  chief  justice  only 
admitted  it  on  the  plaintiff's  counsel  undertaking  to  connect  the  defendant 
with  these  parties,  Sutherland  and  Kirwan.  This  he  failed  to  do,  but 
called  one  Coleman,  an  agent  of  the  plaintifi's,  to  depose  as  to  certain  state- 
ments of  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  addressed  the  jury  upon  the 
whole  evidence,  commenting  upon  all  the  facts,  but  the  learned  chief  justice 
in  charging  the  jury  said  that  if  the  case  rested  on  the  evidence  of  Braith- 
waite, he  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff'  failed  to  make  out  his  case,  and 
also  stated  his  opinion  that  the  declarations  of  Sutherland  and  Elirwan  were 
not  evidence  against  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  case  must 
depend  upon  the  conversations  between  Coleman  and  the  defendant  respect- 
ing the  logs.  Upon  this  charge,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  $965. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  and  after  argument,  the  rule 
was  discharged  by  the  first  division  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, the  judges  holding,  under  authority  of  Wiltnot  v.  Vanwart  (1  P.  &  B. 
496),  that  when  evidence,  which  has  been  improperly  received,  has  been 
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withdrawn  by  the  judge  from  the  ooiuideration  of  the  jury,  tuoh  improper 
admiasion  of  evidence  ib  not  aground  for  a  new  trial.  '  ' 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  Brunswick  was  correct  in  refusing  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  the  improper  admission  of  evidence ;  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  connect 
the  statements  of  Sutherland  and  Kirwan  with  the  defendant,  such  evidence 
was  proper!  V  and  lufficiently  withdrawn  from  the  jury.  But  an  regards  Cole- 
man's evidence  there  was  not  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  should  have  left  nothing  to  the  jury.  On  this  ground  the  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial  should  be  made  absolute.  -.-.   ^  vr:  j  •;•  ti 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Snowball  v.  Stewart— 16th  Febraary,  1881. 

4.  New  trial-Banker  and  caatomer— DepoHlt   for  apeolal  pnrpmie— Where 
whole  evidence  be'/ore  the  Court,  ease  not  Kent  back— Sec.  29  S.  C.  Act. 

A  firm  in  Ottawa,  called  Satchell  Brothers,  effected  a  composition  under 
the  Insolvent  Act  of  1875,  for  33^  per  cent. 

By  their  deed  of  composition  and  discharge  the  insolvents  covenanted 
with  their  creditors  to  pay  the  composition  in  four  payments,  and  to  give 
each  creditor  their  promissory  notes  for  the  several  payments — the  notes 
falling  due :  the  first  series  on  4th  November,  1876,  the  second  on  4th  May, 
1877,  the  third  on  4th  November,  1877,  and  the  fourth  on  4th  May,  1878. 

The  first  notes,  viz :  those  falling  due  on  4th  November,  1876,  were  to 
be  secured  by  the  endorsement  of  a  Mr.  Hill  and  a  Mr.  Dobier,  and  all  the 
notes  were  to  be  further  secured  by  the  assignee,  Mr.  Eastwood,  holding  in 
trust,  as  security  for  their  due  payment  by  the  insolvents,  certain  real  estate, 
which  formed  part  of  the  assets. 

The  notes  were  duly  given  as  agreed,  and  all  of  the  first  series  were  paid, 
except  two,  both  of  which  were  held  by  the  Ontario  Bank. 

The  gross  amount  of  the  composition  was  $11,931^9;  each  instalment, 
therefore,  was  a  little  under  $3,000,  the  exact  amount  being  $2,982.97.  The 
two  unpaid  notes  were  for  $260.84,  and  $1,036.30.  Satchell  Brothers  kept 
their  account  with  the  Ontario  Bank.  When  these  two  notes  matured  they 
were  charged  to  the  account  of  Satchell  Brothers,  and  a  renewal  note  was 
taken  from  them  with  the  same  endorsers  for  two  months,  for  the  amount 
of  both  notes  which  was  $1,297-14,  and  the  original  notes  were  cancelled. 

The  note  was  three  times  again  renewed,  always  with  the  same  endorsers, 
viz :  for  twenty  days,  ten  days  and  thirty  days.  The  last  renewal  note  fell 
due  on  1st  May,  1877,  three  days  before  the  second  aeries  of  the  composition 
notes.    It  was  a  note-  for  $1,310.97. 
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Hometime  in  the  fall  of  1876,  Satobell  Brothers,  being  unable  to  meet 
the  composition  payments,  made  applioation  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Com- 
pany for  a  loan  of  $9,000— -and  ■ubsequentj.y  for  an  additioy»l  sum  of  95,000 
-.making  together  the  sum  of  914,000,  on  the  security  of  their  real  estate, 
vfbich  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  agreed  to  advance.  The  firm  of  Stew- 
art, Chrysler  and  Gormully,  solicitors,  of  which,  the  plaintiff  was  the  senior 
partner,  was  employed  by  the  Tru3t  and  Lqan  Company  as  their  agents  in 
Ottawa,  to  see  that  the  title  to  the  property  moctg^ed  was  made  satisfac- 
tory, and  thereupon  to  complete  the  loan.  A  mortgage  fpr  .$9,Q90  was  exe- 
cuted and  registered  in  December,  1876,  and  a  mortgage  in  the  further  sum 
of  |5,0cX)  was  given  in  March,  1877.  On  investigating  the  title  it  was  found 
^t  the  lands  of  Satobell  Brothers  were  vested  in  the  assignee,  who  held  the 
same  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  composition  notes  given  by  Sawhell 
l^rothers  under  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  composition  above  referred  to  uid 
set  out,  and  it  became  necessary  to  pay  the  whole  composition  and  to  obtain 
from  the  assignee  a  re-conveyance  to  Satobell  Brothers,  to  protect  the  title 
of  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  as  mortgagees,  before  the  loan  could  be  car- 
ried out  by  that  company.  To  secure  that  company  the  plaintifi'  was 
instructed  to  purchase  or  pay  all  the  composition  notes  remaining  unpaid, 
and  for  that  purpose,  on  the  3rd  May,  1877,  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company, 
through  their  solicitors  in  Toronto,  enclosed  two  cheques  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  respective  sums  of  $8,599.90  and  $4,780.70,  with  directions  to  pay  the 
notes  falling  due  the  following  day.  On  the  4th  May  the  plaintifi  deposit- 
ed  in  the  appellants'  bank  the  following  cheque  of  his  firm  : 

"Ottawa,  May  4th,  1877. 
"The  Canadian  Bank  OF  CoMUBROB, 

"  Pay  Mofiager  Ontario  Bank  or  order  $4,500  to  purchase  composition 
"  notes  of  Satobell  Brothers  for  Trust  and  Loan  Company  of  Canada. 

/      "         ''■"'<''•'  StBWART  ChRYSLBR  &  GORMOLLY." 

"$4,500." 

This  woe  endorsed  by  the  Manager :  "  Credit  Satchell  Brothers'  composi- 
tion account.    8d,  J.  H.  Woodman,  Manager." 
-  '"'       The  second  instalment  of  composition  notes  which  fell  due  on  that  day, 
together  with  the  said  note  for  $1,310.97  were  paid  and  charged  against  said 
deposit.  >ts'.«'.^' 

Mr.  Woodman,  the  bank  manager  who  held  the  one  note  then  three  days 
over  due,  and  at  whose  office  all  the  notes  falling  due  that  day  were  payable, 
had  been  assured  by  the  Satchells  in  the  previous  October  or  November 
that  the  over-due  note  should  be  the  first  thing  paid  out  of  the  loan  they 
had  then  in  contemplation,  and  he  was  therefore  prepared  to  find  that  thav 
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note  WM  being  provided  for.  One  Harper  wm  Itookkeeper  for  the  Satohells, 
Mid  bad  in  fact  been  their  agent  in  procuring  Bir.  Woodman  to  hold  over  the 
note  in  expeotation  of  payment  from  tlie  loan.  He  does  not  appear  to  have 
known  that  the  money  was  lent  to  pay  the  latter  notea  only,  and  he  had 
that  very  day  a  statement  ahowing  notes  to  the  amount  of  94,100  to  be  paid, 
including  the  91,310.97  note.  But  while  Woodman  and  Harper  were  thus 
depending  on  having  this  particular  note  paid,  the  plaintiif  was  ignorant  of 
its  existence. 

As  soon  as  the  plaintiff  became  aware  that  the  note  had  been  charged 
to  this  account,  he  protested  against  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  do  so. 
He  afterwards  paid  in  other  moneys  ft'om  time  to  time  to  meet  the  third  and 
fourth  instalments,  and  at  last  he  signed  the  formal  confirmation  of  his 
account,  required  by  some  banks  when  the  customer's  cheques  are  returned 
to  him.  This  was  an  oversight  and  was  corrected  by  a  tender  of  the  note  in 
question,  and  a  demand  of  the  money. 

This  action  was  instituted  to  recover  from  the  bank  the  sum  of  91,310.97. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Cameron  and  a  jury.  The  only 
question  left  by  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury  was  the  following : 

"  Was  this  11,310  note  a  composition  note  or  was  it  not?  Was  it  a  com- 
"  position  note  of  Satchell  Brothep- ''"  And  he  directed  the  jury  that  if  it 
was  not  such,  the  defendants  (the  Ontario  Bank)  were  not  justified  in 
charging  it  against  the  deposit  of  94,500,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  recover.  Tlie  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  91,-^03.50 ; 
the  learned  judge  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to  movo  to  enter  a  non- 
suit. The  defendants  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  had  between  the  parties,  or  a  non-suit  entered  pur- 
suant to  the  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  or  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had 
between  the  parties,  on  the  groyind  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law 
and  evidence  and  agfiinst  the  weight  of  evidence.  Judgment  was  given 
making  absolute  the  said  rule  nisi  and  ordering  that  the  verdict  be  set  aside 
and  a  new  trial  had  between  the  parties  without  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
the  note  was  a  composition  note  and  that  the  only  question  left  to  the  jury 
being,  whether  this  note  was  or  was  not  a  composition  note,  and  the  jury 
(having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff)  must  huve  ibeen  of  the  opinion 
that  it  was  not,  anc!^  consequently  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  contrary  to  the 
evidence. 

From  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  the  respondent 
lUPP^aled  to  the  {Conctof  App^t^l  Cor  OoiUuriq,  whiiQhiallQwed  the  aaid  Appeal 
with  costs,  and  directed  that  the  rule  niai  in  the  Gfffttttjit  dommon  -Pleas 
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■hould  l>e  diicharged  with  ooati,  on  thv-  ground  that  thn  question  an  to 
whethnr  tho  note  in^ueBtion  v/oh  a  composition  note  or  not  waa  immaterial, 
and  that  there  waa  no  evidence  proper  to  leave  to  the  Jury  on  behalf  ot  th« 
derendants,  an<l  the  defence  let  up  win  not  maintainable  in  law  upon  tht 
undiiipute<l  facta  in  evidence. 

On  appeal  to  the  Hupremo  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Ritchie  CJ.  doubt- 
ing, and  Gwynne  J.  diisenting,  that  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
Hhould  be  aifirmod  ;  that  the  depoHit  in  the  defendantM'  bank  was  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  meeting  the  notes  due  that  day,  an<i  the  manager  was  not 
authorized  to  apply  the  money  to  take  up  the  note  in  question,  and  there  wm 
no  ratification  by  plaintiff  of  bis  act.  The  whole  case  being  before  the  court 
on  undoubted  evidence  it  was  unnecessnry  to  refer  it  to  another  jury. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — The  case  having  been  tried  only  upon  a  question 
wholly  irrelevant,  as  to  whether  the  note  in  question  was  a  composition  note  or 
not,  and  nothing  else  having  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  the  verdict  wu 
the  result  of  a  defective  proceeding,  and  there  was  a  total  miscarriage  which 
could  only  be  rectified  by  a  new  trial. 

This  court  has  been  given  by  special  statute  jurisdiction  in  its  discretion 

to  order  a  new  trial  if  the  ends  of  justice  may  seem  to  require  it,  although  such 

new  trial  may  be  deemed  necessary  upon   the  ground  that  the  verdict  ii 

against  the  weight  of  evidence — that  is  to  say,  upon  a  ground  for  which  it 

would  have  been  competent  for  the  court  of  first  instance  in  the  mere  exer 

cise  of  its  discretion  to  have  ordered  a  new  trial.    But  that  this  court  should 

prevent  the  taking  place  of  a  trial,  which   the   court  of  first  instance  had 

thought  fit  to  order,  purely  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  vested 

in  that  court,  is  an  assertion  of  jurisdiction  which   is  wholly  beyond  the 

powers  vested  in  this  court  by  its  constitution. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

OnUrio  Bank  T.Stewart.-llth  April,  1881. 

5.  Directed  by  Coui-t  of  Review — 34  Vic.  ch.  4  sec.  10  and  35  Vic.  ch.  6 
sec.  13(P.Q.)  ..<       ...  •      . 

^,  See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  14. 

6.  Where  rule  taken  for  now  trial  only,  the  rule  was  aftirmoil,  and  non- 

suit or  veixiict  for  defendant  refused,  though  the  Coiu't  was  of  opinion 
there  was  no  binding  contract  between  the  parties. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  13.  s 

7.  Where  case  reserved  on  questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law.      ■; ' 

See  CORPORATIONS  19.  '"   ^ 

8.  When  ordered  by  Coui-t  below — Evidence  not  so  clear  as  to  justify  a 
reversal  of  decision.  "  .ii^.dA,  -i^/    .^•*",v.r 

See  TRESPASS  12. 
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9.  A|)p«'ttl  by  (loJoiiduntrt  from  Itiiloonloiing  u  in>w  trial— A flanmul,  though 
pluiiitiff  liold  otititlod  to  recover,  there  being  no  croHM-uppeul. 

Sn  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  OOMPANIEH  21. 

10.  ShIc  of  iiindM  by  Jteal  Kntiite  Agents— MiHtrial—Omiimion  to  Hubmit 
muterial  queHtioHH  to  Jury.  ^  .,. 

Set  SALE  OF  LANDS  12.  ,        . 

IL  V^rrilrt  MVMlnat  waishl  of  •vldenee— App««l. 

Where  court  bolovr  in  exercise  of  ita  diHcretion  hM  ordered  a  new  trial 
on  Uie  ground  that  the  Terdlot  ii  against  the  weight  of  eridenci^,  the  Supreme 
Court  will  not  hear  the  appeal. 

Koreka  Woollea  Hilli  0«.  t.  Mom.-xI,  91. 

12.  But  whoro  new  trial  grunted  on  qucHtionH  of  law  om  well  oh  of  faot, 
app<ial  will  be  hoiml—JHureka  Woollen  Mills  v.  Mou  (11  Can.  S.C.  E. 
91)  approved  and  distinguiHbotl, 

S«<  INSURANCE,  FIRE  15.  w,..!/ 

13.  Whoro  ovidonco  of  contributoiy  negligence  not  properly  left  to  the 
Jury — Dofoctivo  sidewalk — Liability  of  Corporation.  '-'  "^  '•  ■  '■^- 

Sef  CORPORATIONS  23. 

14.  Terd let  acaiimt  weight  of  evidence.  > '.  > 

An  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  price  and  value  of  goods  sold  by  the 
plauitiff  to  the  defendant's  brother,  and  on  the  tria'  the  plaintiff  gave  evid- 
ence ot  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  whereby  the  Utter,  as  the  plaintiij 
alleged,  undertook  to  give  notes  at  four  months  to  retire  notes  at  three 
months  given  by  his  brother,  the  purchaser  of  the  goods.^  The  plaintiff 
swore  that  this  agreement  was  carried  out  for  a  time,  but  that  the  defendant 
finally  refused  to  continue  it  any  longer.  The  evidence  showed  that  the 
defendant  always  gave  his  notes  to  his  brother  who  carried  them  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  swore  that  he  never  made  any 
such  agreement,  but  only  gave  notes  to  his  l)rother  to  help  him  in  his  busi- 
ness. The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  was  entirely  uncorroborated.  A  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  refused 
a  new  trial. 

Held,  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Taschereau  J.  dissenting,  that  the  weight  of  evid- 
ence was  not  sufficiently  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  to  justify  the  verdict,  and 
there  must  be  a  new  trial. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  new  trial  granted. 

Fnser  t,  Stephensoi.— 8tfe  Mareb,  1886. 
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15.  TeWUat  Cwr  pteintur-Tcohnloal  4l>rea«b  «r  •oBtnM«<^D«r«ndMi«  «b«UM 
to  nominal  d»in«v«<!>  '''■*'• 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  and  also  on  the  common  counts  to  recover 
the  balance  of  the  contract  price  for  work  done  for  the  defendant,  the  evid- 
ence showed  that  there  was  a  technical  breach  of  the  contract  by  which, 
however,  the  defendant  had  sustained  »o  substantial  damage.  A  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  refused  by  the 
Divisional  Court,  and  also  iby  the  (yOur4^.  of  Appeal. 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  a  verdict  would 
not  be  «et  aside  merely  to  enter  a^verdiotfor  the  other  party  for  nominal 
damages. 

Appeal  dismissed  with' costs. 

Beatty  v.  Oille.-«tli  March,  18«6, 

16.  When  doubtful  whether  a  non-Buit  has  been  voluntary  or  othervirise,  a 
-     new  trial  will  be  ordei-ed. 

See  NON-SUIT  1. 
Nonjoinder — Of  tenants  in  common  in  action  for  use  and  occupation. 
See  TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

Nonsuit — Volnntaiy-Blew  tttol.  '  ^"^    ' 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  in  Nova  Scotia  the  plaintiff  was  nou-suited,  and 
on  the  argument  of  a  rule  to  set  such  non-suit  aside,  and  for  a  new  trial,  it 
was  contended  that  the  non^suit  was  voluntary.  The  minutes  of  the  judge 
who  tried  the  cause  merely  stated  that  a  non-suit  was  moved  for,  that  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  replied,  and  that  judgment  of  non-suit  was  entered,  and 
the  judge  himself  said  that  he  believed  the  understanding  to  be  that  a  rule 
was  to  be  oranted.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  held  the  judgment 
of  non-Buit  to  be  voluntary,  and  discharged  the  rule. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  as  there  was  a 
doubt  as  to  what  took  place  at  the  trial,  the  parties  were  entitled  to  the 
beneJSt  of  that  doubt,  and  the  rule  to  set  aside  the  non-suit  must  be  made 
absolute. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Levy  T.  Hallfiix  A  Gape  Breton  By.  &  Coal  Go.— 24tli  Feb.  18H6. 

2.    In  action  between  adjoining  land  owners,  for  allowing  water  to  accumu- 
late in  cellar. 

See  DAMAGES  20. 
«    NEWTEIAL. 

North  Shore  Railway  Company— iRight  to  use  streets  of  city  of 

Quebec. 

See  CORPORATIONS  21. 
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Notary— Duty  of  '        - 

&Vi?  SUCCESSION.  -a (:*.«. 

2,  Evidence  of,  not  admissible  to  conti*adict  deed  prepared  by  him. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  9. 

3.  As  arbiti-ator- — not  disqualified  ft'otn  having  acted  professionally— 44 
Vic.  ch.  43  Q. 

See  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  8.    . 

Notice — ^To  member  of  benefit  society. 

S««  BENEFIT  SOCIETY.  •  2 

2.   To  agent. 

See  INSURANCE.  ''r:' 

Required  to  defeat  registered  deed.  , 

See  TRESPASS  5. 
Want  of. 

See  ASSESSilENT  I,  4.  ^  g^. 

Of  action — Fishery  officer  not  entitled  to. 

See  FISHERIES. 

6.  Purchase  for  value  without. 

See  MORTGAGE  9. 

7.  To  thii*d  arbitrator,  necessaiy. 

See  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  5. 

8.  Aotlce  of  aetton  for  raise  arrest-^.  8.  L.  C  eta.  101  see.  1— Extra  Jii41elal 
to  deal  with  question  not  directly  before  ttae  court— O.  €.  P^.  1st.  pt.  Gen. 
ProTs.  sec.  22. 

David  Grant,  who  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  instance,  was  Grand 
Master  of  the  Orange  Order  in  Montreal  during  1877-78.  As  such  he  was 
arrested  for  disturbing  the  peace,  and  brought  an  action  against  the  Mayor 
of  the  city  (the  respondent)  for  false  arrest.  A  notice  of  action  was  given 
by  appellant's  attorney  to  the  respondent,  as  follows : — 
"  To  the  Hon.  J.  L.  Beaudry,  Mayor  of  Montreal. 

"  Sir.— We  give  you  notice  that  David  Grant  of  the  city  of  Montreal, 

salesman  and  trader,  will  claim  from  you  personally  the  sum  of  ten  thousand 

dollars  damages,  by  him  suffered  from  the  abuse  made  of  your  authority  in 

causing  his  arrest  illegally  and  for  no  cause  on  the  12th  day  of  July  last 

(1878),  and  that  unless  you  make  proper  amend   and  reparation  of  such 

damages  within  a  month,  judicial  proceedings  will  be  adopted  against  you. 

Yours,  etc. 

«  (Signed,)    Dbutre,  Branchaud  &  McCord, 

"  Advocates  for  plamtifi. 
Montreal,  19th  October,  1878." 

The  Superior  CJourt  (Mackay  J.)  Held,  that  under  the  C.  C.  P.  P.Q.,  Art. 

22  and  Consol.  Stat.  L.  C'  ch.  101    sec.  1,  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  a 
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Notice— Continued. 

notice  of  action,  and  that  the  notice  given  was  insufBcient  in  not  stating  the 

place  where  the  alleged  arrest  was  effected,  and  also  in  not  stating  the 

name  and  residence  of  plaintiff' 's  attorney  or  agent,  and  he  dismissed  the 

action.    This  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but 

that  court  went  further,  and  Held,  that  Grant  was  properly  arrested,  being 

a  member  of  an  illegal  association.    (See  2  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R.  197.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  notice  of 

action  was  insufficient,  for  the  reasons  given  by  the  court  below,  and  alto 

because  the  cause  or  causes  of  action,  as  set  out  in  tbo  declaration,  were  not 

sufficiently  stated  in  the  notice,  and  that  any  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the 

l^Iity  or  illegality  of  the  Orange  association  would  be  extra  judicial  and 

unwarranted. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Grant  t.  Beaudry.— tlth  January,  188S. 

Nova  Scotia — Legislative  Abserably  of — Power  to  punish  for  contempt. 
Vl  ^ee  legislature  9. 

Novus  Actus  Interveniens.  :| 

See  CHATTEL  MORTGAGE  1.        'j^^ 
Nullity — ^Absolute. 

/Sm  SHERIFF  5. 

Nuisance — Damaares-PowMMion  of  wtaarf  built  on  public  property- Riftat 
of  action  for  treapawi. 

0.  et  al.  built  a  wharf  in  the  bed  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  which  communi- 
'  cated  with  the  shore  by  means  of  a  gangway,  and  had  enjoyed  the  possession 
of  this  wharf  and  its  approaches  for  many  years,  when  R.,  on  the  ground  that 
the  wharf  was  a  public  nuisance,  destroyed  the  means  of  communication 
which  existed  f.om  the  wharf  to  the  shore.  ^>.  t  al.  sued  R.  in  damages, 
and  praye<:l  chat  the  works  be  restored.  Aft^r  issue  joined,  R.  filed  a  supple- 
mentary plea,  allegmg,  that  since  the  institution  of  the  action,  one  C.  B., 
through  whose  property  C.  et  al.'a  bridge  passed  to  reach  the  street  on  shore, 
had  erected  buildings  which  prevented  the  restoration  of  the  bridge  and 
wharf. 

Held,  that  R.  having  allowed  C.  et  al.  to  erect  the  gangway  on  public 
property  and  remain  in  possession  of  it  for  over  a  year,  had  debarred  himself 
of  the  right  of  destroying  what  might  have  been  originally  a  nuisance  to  him, 
and  that,  notwithstandmg  the  subsequent  abandonment  of  this  wharf  and 
gangway,  C.  et  al.  were  entitled  to  substantial  damages. 

OaTermil  t.  Roblllard.-ll«  57S. 
2.  Obstruction  in  navigable  watei-s. 
Set  NAVIGATION. 
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Official  arbitrators— Appeal  from. 

See  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  9. 

Ontario  Judicature  Act,  1881,  sec.  43 Constitutionality  of. 

JURISDICTION  25. 

Opposition — to  Hclaure of  reiki  catate-PrMcrlpdon-Kenaneladon,  effeeft 
of,  nnder  Art.  IS70  C.  C.'L.  C. ;  Art.  ai91  C.  O.  f..  C. ;  Art.  638  C.  P.  I..  C. 

In  January,  1856,  R.  MoC.  sold  certain  real  estate  to  J.  McC,  his  sister, 
by  notarial  deed,  in  which  she  assumed  the  qualities  of  a  wife  duly  separated 
aa  to  property  of  her  husband,  J.  C.  A.  After  the  latter's  death,  in  1866,  J. 
McC .  before  a  notary,  renounced  to  the  communauii  de  biens  which  sub- 
sisted between  her  and  her  late  husband.  E.  C.  K.,  a  judgment  creditor 
of  R.  McC,  seized  the  real  estate  as  belonging  to  the  vacant  estate  of 
the  said  R.  MoC,  deceased.  J.  McC.  opposed  the  sale  on  the  ground  that 
the  seizure  was  made  super  non  domino  ei  posaidente,  and  setting  up  title  and 
possession.  She  proved  some  acts  of  possession,  and  that  the  property  had 
stopd  for  soiiio  time  in  the  books  of  the  municipality  in  her  name.  E.  C.  K. 
contested  this  opposition  on  the  ground  that  J.  MoC.'s  title  was  bad  in  law, 
and  simulated  and  fraudulent,  and  that  there  was  no  possession. 

Held,  that  by  her  renunciation  to  the  cotntnunautd  (2e  &ten«  which  sub* 
sisted  between  her  and  her  lato  husband  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  January, 
1856,  J.  McC.  divested  herself  of  any  title  or  interest  in  said  lands,  and  could 
not  now  claim  the  legal  possession  of  the  lands  under  that  deed  or  by  pre- 
scription, or  maintain  an  opposition  because  the  seizure  was  auper   non 

domino  et  posaidente. 

McCorklll  T.  Kiilght.-lli,  283.- 
oi  Appearance  by  Attorney  witliont  authority— Jadgrment  by  defttnlt— Action 
In  disavowal— Reqn#te  civile— Opposition  a  fin  d'annuler- Arts.  488,  484, 
505,  C.  C.  P.  P.  4.— Con.  8.  I<.  C.  eh.  88  sec.  112— Application  to  stay  set> 
tlement  of  mlnntes  and  entry  and  execution  of  Jndflrment  of  Supreme 
Court-Sec.  4H  H.  C.  Aet. 

The  appellant,  jointly  with  S.J.Dawson,  signed  a  promissory  note  in  favor 
of  the  late  Angus  McDonald,  in  his  lifetime  of  Becancour  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  at  Three  Rivers,  on  the  20lh  day  of  February,  1862,  for  the  sum  of 
ISOO,  payable  at  the  Bank  of  Upper  Canada  in  Three  Rivers,  on  the  25th  of 
the  following  month  of  June,  1862. 

On  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1874,  Severe  Damoulin,  Esq.,  Sheriff  of  the  dis- 
trict of  Three  Rivera,  wrote  to  the  appellant  that  a  judgment  against  him 
had  been  placed  in  his  hands  for  execution,  and  this  letter,  the  appellant 
alleged,  was  the  first  he  had  ever  heard  of  the  note  since  the  day  he  had 
signed  it. 

The  appellant  being  absent  at  the  time  and  ignorant  of  any  proceedings 
against  him,  on  receipt  of  Sheriff  Damoulin's  letter  filed  an  opposition  d  Jin 
iannuler  and  petition. 


Opposition— Continued. 

It  appeared  that  a  summons  had  issued  out  of  the  Superior  Court  at 
Three  Rivers  on  the  lOth  October,  1866,  against  the  two  signers  of  the 
note,  said  appellant  and  the  said  S.  J.  Dawson,'  which  was  served  at  the 
domicile  of  the  said  8.  J.  Dawson,  but  of  which  the  bailiff  made  return  that 
he  had  served  a  copj  at  their  domicile  (although  the  appellant  alleged 
he  had  no  domicile  in  Three  Rivers  at  the  time)  and  on  the  26th  October, 
1866,  an  appearance  was  filed  for  the  defendanta  by  Mr.  J.  B.  O.  D.,  advocate, 
but  without  any  authority  from  the  appellant,  who  knew  nothing  of  the 
proceedings. 

The  next  proceeding  taken,  after  this  appearance,  in  prosecution  of  the 
suit  was  by  a  notice  served  on  the  said  J.  B.  0.  D.,  on  the  5th  January, 
1874,  without  any  step  having  been  taken    by    the  plaintiff  in  all  that 

time.  ■■'■■■■::  ■•■:^-^..   -■■.■•■     ■■  ■ 

Fi^ceedings  were  carried'on  and  serdces  effected  on  the  said  J.  E.  0.  D., 
of  which  he  appears  to  have  taken  no  notice  up  to  judgment  by  default  on 
the  2nd  day  of  March  following,  of  all  which  the  appellant  alleged  he  was 
in  utter  ignorance,  until  apprised  of  the  execution  in  his  hands  by  the 
Sheriff's  letter  of  Ist  April,  1874,  as  above. 

Mr.  D.,  upon  oath,  stated  that  he  was  never  employed  by  the  appellant, 
had  never  any  communication  with  him  upon  the  subject  of  this  suit  and 
;  never  informed  him  of  th^  proceedings  when  served  with  notices  in  con- 
tinuation of  the  suit  in  1874.  And  further  that  shortly  after  the  appearance 
was  filed  by  him  in  October,  1866,  he  was  informed  by  the  other  defendant, 
who  alone  had  employed  him,  that  the  case  was  settled. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  (Folette  J.)  dbniissed  the  appel- 
lant's opposition  with  costs,  and  this  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  below,  that  the  opposition  could  not  be  taken  to  have 
been  made  under  Art.  484  of  the  Code  of  Proc.,  the  judgment  of  the  2nd 
March,  1874,  having  been  rendered  by  the  court  in  term,  and  against  such  a 
judgment  this  opposition  does  not  lie.  That  under  C.  S.  L.  C.  ch.  83 
sec.  112,  the  appellant  should  have  proved  that  the  place  where  the  pro- 
cess was  served  was  not  his  real  domicile,  and  this  he  had  not  attempted  to 
do.  That  if  made  under  Art.  505  of  the  Code  of  P.,  the  appearance  by 
attorney  covered  any  defect  in  the  signification  or  the  bailiff's  return,  or 
even  an  entire  want  of  signification,  and  this  would  be  fatal  under  Art.  505, 
as  well  as  Art.  483.  That  the  only  way  the  appellant  could  get  rid  of  the 
appearance  was  by  a  regular  disavowal,  according  to  articles  192  and  follow- 
ing of  the  C.  C.  P.   No  such  disavowal  having  been  made,  he  must  be  taken  to 
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have  waived,  by  the  appearance  filed  in  his  name,  all  the  irregularities  in  the 

service  and  even  the  entire  absence  of  service. 

Appeal  diamissed  with  costs. 

Dawson  t.  Macdonald.— 10th  Jane,  1880. 
2.  (a.) 

On  the  26  November,  1880,  an  application  was  made  to  Taschereau  J. 
in  chambers  for  an  order  directing  the  Registrar  not  to  settle  the 
minutes  of  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  court  on  the  10th  June,  1880,  and 
not  to  tax  the  costs,  and  to  restrain  the  plaintiffd  from  entering  said  judg- 
ment, and  taxing  said  costs,  the  object  of  the  appellant  being  to  stay  the 
execution  of  such  judgment  to  allow  him  to  disavow  the  attorney  who 
appeared  for  him  in  the  court  below,  and  to  proceed  against  the  judgment 
against  him  by  requSte  civile. 

Held,  that  as  to  the  disavowal,  it  was  too  late  for  the  defendant  to  take 
such  a  proceeding,  the  attorney  having  appeared  on  the  26th  Oct.  1866,  and 
the  defendant  having  been  aware  of  it  on  the  29th  April,  1874,  when  he  filed 
his  first  opposition  in  the  cause.  That  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
must  under  seo.  46  of  the  S.  C.  Act  be  entered  and  sent  to  the  court  below 
before  the  defendant  could  have  recourse  to  a  proceeding  by  requite  civile. 
The  requite  civile  does  not  stay  the  execution  as  a  matter  of  course,  an  order 
of  the  court  or  a  judge  being  necessary,  and  the  defendant  would  have  to 
apply  to  the  Superior  Cburt  or  judge  thereof  for  such  an  order.  That  a  judge 
in  chambers  should  not  grant  an  order  staying  the  execution  of  a  judgment 
of  the  court,  especially  when  the  appellant  has  had  ample  opportunity  of 
making  his  application  to  the  full  court. 

Application  refused  with  costs  fixed  at  $10. 

Dawson  t.  Macdonald— aoth KoTcmber,  1880. 
2.   Cb.) 

After  these  decisions  against  him  appellant  Dawson  took  regular  pro- 
ceedings in  disavowal  against  the  attorney  J.  B.  0.  D. 

That  disavowal  was  produced  before  the  Superior  Court  at  Three  Bivers, 
and  served  upon  the  said  attorney  and  the  other  parties  in  this  case  on  the 
14thof  December,  1880.  Nevertheless,  a  new  writ  of  execution  was  issued 
at  the  instance  of  the  respondent  on  the  15th  of  Deceipber,  1880,  to  enforce 
the  execution  of  the  original  judgment  against  the  appellant. 

On  the  30th  December,  1880,  the  appellant  produced  an  opposition  to 
this  last  mentioned  execution,  and  also  a  petition  to  stay  the  proceedings  in 
the  suit  while  expecting  a  decision  on  the  disavowal  which  had  just  been 
produced. 

The  principal  reasons  of  the  opposition  and  petition  were  :  (1)  That 
the  appellant  had  disavowed  the  attorney,  J.  B.  0.  D.,  who  had  appeared  for 
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him,  and  that  he  was  prepared  to  maintain  the  said  disavowal ;  (2)  That  the 
said  disavowal  had  been  served  upon  all  the  parties  in  the  case ;  (3)  That, 
on  the  15th  of  December,  1880,  an  aotion  in  revocation  of  the  original  judg- 
ment in  this  cause  had  been  issued. 

The  appellant,  moreover,  averred  in  this  new  opposition  and  petition 
reasons  founded  upon  certain  facts  which  had  only  come  to  his  knowledge 
since  the  first  opposition  which  he  had  produced. 

The  conclusions  were  that  all  the  proceedings  had  and  made  in  virtue  of 
the  said  writ,  and  that  all  proceedings  in  the  present  cause  be  stayed  accord- 
ing to  law  until  the  decision  of  the  proceedings  had  and  taken  by  the  said 
opposant  in  the  present  cause,  as  well  on  the  disavowal  filed  therein  as  on 
the  action  of  revocation  of  the  judgment  in  this  cause. 

Issue  was  joined  on  these  several  proceedings  and  the  appellant 
and  respondents  consented  by  written  agreement  that  these  different  issues 
should  be  decided  upon  a  oonmion  proof. 

On  the  disavowal,  the  disavowed  attorney,  J.  B.  O.  D.,  duly  filed  an 
appearance,  and  the  respondents  also  appeared  by  their  attorneys.  The 
pleas  of  the  disavowed  attorney,  with  exiubita,  were  filed,  and  a  petition  for 
a  Gonuuission  Bogatoire  was  presented  by  the  plaintiff  in  disavowal,  the 
present  appellant,  to  examine  a  witness  absent  from  Three  Rivers.  The 
decision  on  that  petition  was  suspended  until  a  decision  on  a  demurrer  pro- 
duced by  the  diavowed  attorney.  That  demurrer  was  not  decided,  and  the 
respondents  in  the  meantime  pressed  the  production  of  the  proof  on  the 
opposition. 

The  Superior  Court  at  Three  Rivers  dismissed  this  opposition  on  the 
2nd  of  October,  1882,  on  the  principle  that  there  was  res  judicata.    This  last 
'judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Lower  Canada 
on  the. same  ground,  Mr.  Justice  Tessier  dissenting. 

The  appellant,  Dawson,  then  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  that  there  was  no 

res  judicata f  and  that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause  and  on  the  writ  oipluriti 

ven.ex  de  bonis  mentioned  in  the  opposition  should  be  stayed  until  the 

decision  of  the  disavowal  and  of  the  action  in  revocation  of  judgment. 

(Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting.) 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Dawson  t.  Macdonald.~12th  Janaary,  1885. 
2.    (c.) 

While   the   proceedings   were    going  on   on   the   opposition  of  the 

30th   December,    1880,   another   writ   of  execution    was   issued   in   the 

original  cause  to  collect  the  costs  awarded  to  respondents  by  the  Supreme 

Court  of  Canada  on  the  10th  June,  1880.    To  this  writ  the  appellant  Dawson 
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filed  a  second  opposition  on  the  18th  January,  1881.  This  opposition  was 
dismissed  by  the  Superior  C!ourt,  and  the  judgment  of  that  court  was  con- 
firmed by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  latter  court  refused  an  appeal 
from  the  judgment  on  this  second  opposition,  on  the  ground  that  the  amount 
in  dispute  was  not  sufficient  to  authorize  an  appeal. 

Dawson  thereupon  moved  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  for  an 
order  to  suspend  the  proceedings  under  the  execution  to  which  the  oppo- 
sition of  the  18th  January,  1881,  was  filed,  and  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the 
judgment  on  said  opposition. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  stasring  the  exeoution.  The  court 
had  properly  dismissed  the  appeal  on  the  case  presented,  and  that  was  a 
final  decision  in  itself,  and  it  was  no  ground  for  staying  the  execution  that 
there  were  other  proceedings  in  the  court  below  which  might  possibly  show 
that  the  defendant  should  have  succeeded  in  the  original  action. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 

Dawson  T.  Haedonald.— 15th  January ,  18S4. 

3.  To  seizure  for  an  amount  less  than  $2,000 — Appeal  from  Province  of 
Quebec — Jui-isdiction . 

See  JUEISDICTION  27,  31,  36. 

4.  In  nature  of  Petition  in  revocation  of  judgment. 

''"■^      See  SHERIFF  5. 

Parliament  of  Canada— Dominion  Controverted  Elections  Act,  18'74 
^       — Intra  vires — Dominion  Coui-t — Pi-ocedure — B.  N.  A.  A.,  186*7,  sees, 
18,  41,  91,  92,  sub-sees.  13  and  14,  sees.  101,  129. 
See.  ELECTION  4. 

2.  Act  establishing  Maritime  Court  of  Ontario  intra  vires. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  1. 

3.  Juiisdiction  over  Harboi-s — Foreshore  in  Summerside  Harbor. 

See  HARBOR. 

4.  Jarisdlctton  of,  over  Bay  of  Clialean— The  Flaherlea  Act,  31  Tie.  cli.  60— 

—14  A  IS  Tie.  eh.  68  (Imp.)— JTastifleation,  plea  of— Fishery  Officer,  rlfht 
of,  to  seise  **on  view.'* 

Held,  under  the  Imperial  Statute,  14  and  15  Vic.  ch;  63,  regulating  the 
boundary  line  between  old  Canada  and  New  Brunswick,  the  whole  of  the  Bay 
of  Chaleurs  is  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the  Provinces  of  Quebec  and 
New  Brunswick,  and  within  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and  the  operation  of 
The  Fisheries  Act,  31  Vic.  ch.  60.  Therefore  the  act  of  drifting  for  salmon 
in  the  Bay  of  Chaleurs,  although  that  drifting  may  have  been  more  than  three 
miles  from  either  shore  of  New  Brunswick  or  of  Quebec  abutting  on  the  bay,  is 
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a  drifting  in  Canadian  waters  and  within  the  prohibition  of  the  last  mentioned 

Act  and  of  the  regulations  made  in  virtue  thereof. 

2.  The  term  "on  view"  in  sub-ieo.  4  of  see.  16  of  The  Fisheries  Act  it 

v ;     not  to  be  limited  to  seeing  the  net  in  the  water  while  in  the  very  act  of 

drifting.    If  the  party  acting  "  on  view "  sees  what,  if  testified  to  by  him, 

would  be  sufficient  to  convict  of  the  offence  charged,  that  is  sufficient  for 

the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

Howat  T.  McFee.-T,  A6. 

5.  Cnnada  Temperance  Act,  1S7S— ConBlltntlonnlity  of— Powers  of  Dominion 
Parliament— SecH.  91  and  98,  B.  M.  A.  Act,  11167- Power  to  prohibit  mI« 
of  Intoxicating  llquom— Dlntrlbntlon  of  IcvUlatlTe  power. 

tlold,  1.  That  the  Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  41  Vic.  ch.  16, 

,      «  An  Act  respecting  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors,"  cited  as  the  "  The 

"  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,"  is  within  the  legislative  authority  of  that 

body. 

2.  That  by  the  British  North  Americ*  Act,  1867,  plenary  powers  of  legis- 
lation are  given  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada  over  all  matters  within  the 
scope  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  that  they  may  be  exercised  either  absolutely 
or  conditionally ;  in  the  latter  case  the  legislation  may  be  made  to  depend 
upon  some  subsequent  event,  and  be  brought  into  force  in  one  part  of  the 
Dominion  and  not  in  the  other. 

3.  That  under  sub-sec.  2  of  sec.  91,  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  "  regulation  of 
"  trade  and  commerce,"  the  Parliament  of  Canada  alone  has  the  power  of 
prohibiting  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors  in  the  Dominion  or  in  any  part 

•  of  it,  and  the  court  has  no  right  whatever  to  enquire  what  motive  induced 
Parliament  to  exercise  its  powers.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

The  Mayor.  ^.,  of  Frederlcton  v.  The  Qaeen.--iil,  SOS. 

6.  Warehouse  receipts — Sees.  46,  4*7  and  48  of  34  Vic.  ch.  5  D.,  intra 

vires. 

See  WAREHOUSE  RECEIPTS  2. 

7.  38  Vic.  ch.  47,  giving  power  to  police  and  stipendiaiy  magistrates 

to  try  offences  in  a  Bummaiy  manner,  intn.  vires. 
See  HABEAS  CORPUS  2. 

8»  Jurisdiction  given  to  Tlee«Adrolralty  Courts  to  enforce  penalties  for 
lllegral  dlstllUnK— »i  Tic.  ch.  8  sec.  156,  Dominion  Inland  Revenue  Act, 
1867,  intra  vires. 

Held,  BO  much  of  sec.  156  of  31  Vic.  ch.  8  (Dominion  Inland  Revenue 
Act,  1867,)  as  gives  the  Court  of  Vice- Admiralty  jurisdiction  in  cases  for  the 
collection  of  penalties  for  illegal  distilling  is  intra  virea.    The  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  reversed.    (See  3  Russ.  &  Geld.  453.) 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Attorney  General  of  Canada  ?.  Flint.  -16tli  January,  1884. 
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9.   The  Liquor  License  Act,  1883,  and  act  amending  same,  ultra  vires. 

See  LIQUOR  LICENSE  ACT  1883. 
Parties — AVant  of— in  action  to  recover  monies  deposited  in  bank  to 
credit  of  succession. 

-See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  4.  /    ' 

«  PRACTICE.  '      •■      '   vM*:-^      ' 

Partition — partition  and  laventury,  between  eobelrit,  aetlon  to  annul— 
For  frand  and  eonoealment— €onipromUe«  deed  of— Action  to  set  aside  for 
frand  and  eo«relon. 

Two  appeals  with  titles  almost  identical,  argued  together,  numbered 
123  and  449  respectively. 

The  former  of  these  cases  is  an  aotion  by  one  Jane  Charlebois,  wife  of 
Dosithue  Allard,  to  set  aside  a  portage  of  the  intestate  succession  of  her  late 
brother  Ars^ne  Charlebois,  to  which  she  was  a  party,  aad  bearing  date  the 
4th  of  November,  1870. 

The  action  was  taken  out  on  the  4th  of  June,  1879,  after  the  mar- 
riage of  Jane  Charlebois  to  Allard.  It  set  up  that  the  inventory  was  made 
by  the  appellant  Hyacinthe  Charlebois,  that  he  had  all  his  late  brother's 
property  in  his  handsj  that  he  and  his  brother  Ars^ne  were  co-partner8,.under 
a  deed  of  partnership,  and  that  in  fact  the  other  members  of  the  family  had 
trusted  him  entirely  in  all  the  matters  relating  to  the  estate.  That  being  so 
trusted  he  had  taken  the  opportunity  to  defraud  and  cheat  his  co-heirs,  and 
particularly  by  representing  that  he  had  an  equal  share  in  the  business  as 
partner  of  his  late  brother ;  that  he  had  not  accounted  for  the  capital 
invested  by  his  brother ;  that  he  had  undervalued  the  goods,  possessed  him- 
self of  the  ready  money  and  debts,  and  had  augmented  the  liabilities  of 
the  partnership.  As  to  the  real  estate  he  had  fraudulently  estimated  it  at 
less  than  half  its  real  value.  That  he  had  aifected  to  buy  the  shares  of  his 
two  sisters,  who  had  no  rights,  as  they  were  civilly  dead,  being  nuns  of  an 
order  which  prevented  them  from  holding  property,  and  that  he  had  offered 
to  give  up  the  advantages  arising  from  this  transaction  in  order  to  induce 
the  rest  of  the  family  to  agree  to  the  portage  he  was  desirous  of  making. 
The  other  members,  and  particularly  respondent,  were  induced  by  the  false 
representations  to  agree  to  the  portage. 

It  was  also  alleged  that  this  inventory  was  not  regularly  made  according 
to  law,  inasmuch  as  one  of  her  sisters  was  a  minor,  and  that  there  had  been 
no  expertise  or  curator  appointed,  and  that  therefore  the  whole  proceeding 
was  null,  and  should  be  set  aside. 

The  conclusions  of  the  action  were  that  the  inventory  and  the  deed  of 
portage  should  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  null,  that  the  defendant  should 
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be  oondemned  to  make  a  new  inventory  of  the  efTeots  of  the  partnership,  and 
that  there  should  be  a  new  inventory  of  the  other  property  and  effects  of 
.     the  suooession,  and  a  new  portage  of  the  whole. 

The  action  was  principally  directed  against  Hyaointhe ;  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  family  were  made  parties  to  be  subject  to  the  new  inventory  and 
portage. 

On  the  19th  Norembor,  1879,  the  Superior  Court  (Haokay  J.)  set  aside 

'':'  the  inventory  and  partition  of  the  estate  of  the  late  Arsdne  Charlebois  on 
the   ground   of  Araud,    concealment    and    recel,  practiced    by    Hyacinthe 

^  Charlebois.  This  judgment  was  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
Fending  this  appeal  Hyacinthe  Charlebois  made  with  the  defendant  Allard 

'*  and  plaintiff,  on  the  5th  of  Afay  1880,  a  deed  entitled  "  Compromise  between 
Dame  Jane  Charlebois,  wife  of  Dosith6e  Allard,  and  Hyaointhe  Charlebois," 
by  which  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  |700,  paid  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  costs  of  plaintiff  in  said  cause  until  judgment  and  those  of  appeal 
paid  to  the  attomies,  the  plaintiff  desisted  from,  and  renounced  to  her 
judgment  obtained  as  aforesaid,  and  assigned  and  transferred  to  the  said 
defendant  H.  Charlebois  all  the  rights  she  might  have  and  claim  in  the 
estate  of  the  said  Arsdne  Charlebois,  her  brother,  and  in  the  estate  of  her 

^      father,  Ars^ne  Charlebois,  senior. 

The  case  No.  449  was  an  action  by  Jane  Charlebois  to  set  aside  the 
deed  of  compromise  for  crointe,  error  and  fraud.  She  contended  that  she 
was  intimidated  by  her  husband,  who  was  on  the  point  of  leaving  the 
country  with  another  woman,  into  passing  this  deed  with  the  object  on  hig 
part  of  procuring  for  him  the  money  to  run  oflf  with  this  other  person,  and 
she  affirmed  that  the  money  was  never  paid  to  her  but  to  her  husband. 

The  Superior  Court  annulled  the  said  deed  of  compromise  of  the  5th  of 
May,  1880,  and  restored  the  parties  to  the  same  position  which  they  occupied 
previously  to  the  said  deed,  reserving  to  defendant  Charlebois  his  recourse 
to  be  reimbursed  what  he  paid  by  virtue  of  this  deed. 

In  case  No.  123  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal 
side)  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  and  dismissed  the  action, 
and  in  case  449  also  it  dismissed  the  aotion,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
received  the  consideration  money  for  the  deed,  which  could  not  be  set  aside 
imless  she  brought  back  all  she  received  imder  it. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed.  The  evidence  did  not 
establish  fraud,  or  undue  influence,  or  pressure  in  the  execution  of  the 
deed  of  compromise,  and  the  compromise  being  ineffectually  assailed  both 
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appeals  must  fall  together  and  ttand  diimiased.     Foumier  and  Henry  JJ. 
dissenting. 

Appeals  dismissed  with  costs. 

Oharlebois  v.  Charlebols.— lath  January,  1885. 

Partnership — Ar«l«lea  or-Constmettmi  or-Partn«ra,  rlchta  of. 

The  respondents,  having  on  hand  large  contracts  to  fulfil  entered  into 
partnership  with  the  appellant  under  the  style  of  J.  W.  &  Co.  The  respon- 
dent A.  P.  M.  subsequently  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  W.  (the  appellant) 
and  his  two  sons  co-partners,  asking  for  a  decree  declaring  him  and  his  two 
sons  entitled  to  receive  credit  to  the  amount  of  $40,000,  the  estimated  value 
of  certain  plant,  etc.,  used  in  the  construction  of  the  works  done  by  the 
partnership.  The  article  in  the  deed  of  partnership  executed  before  a  notary 
public  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  under  which  the  respondent  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  credit  of  $40,000,  is  as  follows :  — "  The  stock  of  the  said  partner- 
shi).>  consists  of  the  whole  of  the  plant,  tools,  horses  and  appliances  no^  used 
for  the  construction  of  said  works  by  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  A.  P. 
M.  &  Sons ;  also  all  quarries,  steam  tugs,  scows,  and  also  all  the  rights  in  said 
quarries  that  are  held  by  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  or  any  of  them, 
the  whole  of  which  is  valued  at  the  sum  of  $40,000,  and  is  contained  in  an 
inventory  thereof  hereunto  annexed  for  reference  after  having  been  signed 
for  identification  by  the  said  parties  and  notary ;  but  whereas  the  said  plant, 
tools,  horses,  appliances,  steam  tugs,  scows,  quarries  and  other  items  have 
been  heretofore  sold  by  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  to  the  firm  of  M.  & 
W.,  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  hardware  merchants,  to  seoiire  them  certain 
claims  which  they  had  against  the  said  A.  P.  M.  &  Co.,  for  moneys  used  in 
the  construction  of  the  works  referred  to,  to  the  extent  and  sum  of  about 
$24,000  and  interest ;  and  whereas  the  said  J.  W.  has  paid  said  amount  of 
124,000  and  redeemed  said  plant,  tools,  horses  and  appliances  and  quarries, 
steam  tugs  and  scows,  Ac,  and  now  stands  the  proprietor  of  the  same  under 
a  deed  of  conveyance  ;  it  is  hereby  well  agreed  and  understood  that  the  said 
plant,  tools,  horses  and  appliances  that  are  or  may  be  put  on  the  said  work 
shall  be  and  continue  to  be  the  entire  property  of  the  said  J.  W,  until  such 
time  as  he  shall  have  realized  and  received  out  of  the  business  and  profits  of 
the  present  partnership  a  sum  sufficient  to  reimburse  him  of  the  said  sum 
of  $24,000  and  interest  so  advanced  by  him  as  aforesaid,  as  also  any  other 
sum  or  advances  and  interests  which  shall  or  may  be  paid  or  advanced  to 
the  present  firm  or  partnership,  after  which  time  and  event  the  whole  of  the 
said  §took  shall  become  the  property  of  the  said  firm  of  J.  W.  &  Co.,  that  is 
to  say :  That  one-hfdf  thereof  shall  revert  to  and  belong  to  the  parties  of  the 
first  part,  and  the  other  half  to  the  sud  party  of  the  second  part,  as  the  said 
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J.  W.  has  a  full  lialf  interest  in  thii  contnict  and  all  its  profits,  lotutet  Mid 
liabilitieB,  and  the  uaid  A.  P.  M.,  W.  £.  M.  and  IL  M.,  partieH  of  the  tint  part, 
jointly  and  severally,  the  othf  r  half  interest  in  the  same."  Thoro  was  cTi- 
denoe  that  the  plant  had  cost  originally  $57,000,  and  that  it  was  valued  in 
the  inventory  at  940,(KX)  at  tho  request  of  the  appellant ;  it  was  also  shown 
and  admitted  that  the  profits  of  tho  business  were  sufficient  to  reimburse 
the  appellant  the  sum  of  |24,(X)0  and  other  moneys  advanced,  and  that  there 
was  still  a  large  balance  to  the  credit  of  tho  partnership. 

Hold,  Uonry  and  Qwynne  J  J.  dissenting,  that  the>plant,  Ac,  fiimished 
by  the  respondents  having  been  inventoried  and  valued  in  tho  articles  of 
partnership  at  140,000,  the  respondents  hiul  thereby  become  creditors  of  the 
partnership  for  the  said  sum  of  $40,000,  but  as  it  appoarud  by  the  said 
articles  of  partnership  that  the  said  plant  was  subject  at  the  time  to  a  lien  of 
$24,000,  and  that  said  lien  bad  been  paid  ofl'  with  the  partnership  moneys, 
the  respondents  were  only  entitled  to  be  credited,  as  creditors  of  the  part- 
nership, with  the  sum  of  $16,000,  being  the  diflerenoe  between  the  sum  paid 
by  the  partnerdhip  to  redeem  the  plant  and  the  value  at  which  it  had  been 
estimated  by  both  parties  in  the  articles  of  partnership. 

Wortbtngton  v.  MacUonald.-lx.  ZVl. 

2.  Joint  pnrehiMe  of  debentures  IntereHt  In  mnrgrin  depoiilted— On«  part* 
ner  withdrawing  rrom  bank  more  tlmn  bin  Htaaro  of  margin  obliged  t* 
relmbnme  the  other  pnrtner  In  the  <ranM»ct|un.     ,,.,,. 

The  facts,  as  stated  in  the  judgments  rendered,  are  as  follows  : — In,  May, 
1876,  the  defendant  authorized  one  McCord,  his  broker,  to  bid  for  city  of 

,  London  debentures,  amounting  to  $220,000,  then  about  to  be  issued,  and  in 
the  purchase  of  which  the  defendant  did  not  wisli  h'  i  name  to  appear. 
McCord,  accordingly,  bid  for  them,  and  his  bid  of  98J  per  cent,  was  accepted. 
When  bidding  for  them  McCord  was  under  the  impressiom  that  he  was 
doing  BO  for  the  defendant,  although  McCord's  name  was  put  forward  as 
purchaser.  The  defendant,  however,  was  only  willing  to  take  a  half  interest 
in  the  debentures.     In  order  to  secure  them  it  was  necessary  to  raise  the 

,  ;;  sum  of  $21 9,486  to  pay  for  them.  Negotiations  for  this  purpose  took  place 
between  McCord  and  different  banks,  and  at  one  time  it  was  thought  these 
negotiations  would  be  completed  with  the  bank  of  Montreal  upon  the 

'''^  deposit  of  $13,000  by  way  of  margin,  together  with  the  debentures  them- 
selves when  obtained,  and  an  agreement  as  to  their  sale.  McCord  appears 
to  have  had  difficulty  in  raising  the  one  half  of  the  $13,000.  The  defendant 
,  after  being  written  to  by  McCord  and  seeing  him  on  the  subject,  eave  him 
a  cheque  for  $3,250  with  a  paper  containing  the  following  directions: 
"  Please  apply  $3,250  out  of  the  balance  in  your  hands  due  to  me  along 
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with  ohe<}ue  for  $3,250  on  Molann't  BapIk  of  this  duU  making '  in 
all  |6,A00  u  margin  on  my  half  of  triumtction  of  oity  of  Lon- 
don debentiiros."  In  rotura  ho  too!:  from  HcCord  hi*  receipt  in 
the  terms  following:  '<  Uecoived  from  fliyor  Walker  the  aum  of 
$6,500,  being  hifr  proportion  of  margin  on  $219,486,  oity  of  London  deben- 
tures, bought  on  Joint  account."  At  this  time  it  waa  ezp«oted  that  the 
amount  required  for  margin  would  be  $13,000.  It  was  understood  between 
defendant  and  McCord  that  the  latter  was  to  do  the  best  he  could  to  obtain 
the  amount  necessary  to  secure  the  debentures.  Ho  accordingly  applied  to 
the  plaintiff  to  become  the  purchaser  of  a  half  interest,  informing  him  that ' 
the  defendant  would  be  interested  in  the  other  half,  and  as  the  defendant 
had  said  he  did  not  wish  his  name  to  appear  in  the  tramiaction,  McCord 
requested  the  plaintiff  to  keep  to  himself  the  information  of  the  appellant 
being  interested.  The  plaintiff  agreed  to  become  purchaser  of  the  half, 
leaving  the  negotiations  for  raising  iho  loan  from  one  of  the  banks  to  McCord. 
The  negotiations  with  the  Bank  of  Montreal  having  fallen  through,  an  arrange- 
ment was  eventually  completed  with  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce 
($10,000  of  a  margin  to  be  paid)  by  a  letter  to  the  manager,  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiffon  his  own  belialf,  and  by  McCord  in  his  own  name,  but  for  the  defendant. 
The  $10,000  of  margin  was  paid  by  plaintiff  out  of  his  own  moneys,  but  one* 
half  ($5,000)  was  reimbursed  to  him  by  McCTord.  Upon  the  close  of  the  trans- 
action by  sale  of  the  debentures  there  remained  in  the  bank  of  the  margin 
of  $10,(XX)  so  paid  as  above  the  sum  of  $6,600.  McCord  having  become 
insolvent,  the  defendant  succeeded  in  procuring  the  bank  to  pay  him  65  per 
cent,  of  this  balance  upon  the  pretence  that  he  was  interested  to  that  amount 
because  of  bis  having  McCord's  receipt  for  $6,5(X)  above  mentioned. 

The  Court  of  (Thancery,  and  subsequently  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario, 
held  that  this  payment  by  the  bank  to  the  defendant  was  not  authorized, 
but  the  defendaui;  and  plaintiff  having  been  interested  in  the  bonds  jointly, 
and,  after  repayinent  to  the  plaintift'of  the  one-half  of  the$10,(XX),  having  been 
also  interested  joiutly  in  the  amount  in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  margin, 
was  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  by  the  defendant,  the  sum  required  to  make 
up  the  half  of  the  amount  so  remaining  to  the  crpdit  of  the  margin. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  Judgments 
of  the  courts  below  should  be  affirmed.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

'  Walker  r.  Cornell.-iath  February,  1881. 

^'  Contractom,  partnership  between— Xatnre  of  contract— Iiit«re«t  In  nab* 
eontraet— Bejevtlon  of  tenders  at  ftraudnlcnt  instlsatlon  of  some  of  the 
partner*— namaves. 

This  action  was  uistituted  on  the  24th  January,  1878,  by  Robert  Kane  of 
Montreal,  contractor,  against  Augustus  R.  Wright  of  Qeneva,  in  the  State 
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of  New  York,  and  Edward  Moore  of  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  cont^'ao- 
tors,  claiming  from  them  $25,000  for  breach  of  contract. 

A  summary  of  the  complaint  contained  in  the  declaration  may  be  stated 
in  brief  as  follows : — 

In  January,  1877,  the  Quebec  Harbor  Commissioners  advertised  for  ten* 
ders  for  the  performance  of  a  large  amount  of  public  works  at  the  mouth  of 
the  St.  Charles  River,  for  the  improvement  of  the  harbor  of  Quebec. 

The  plaintiff,  the  defendants,  and  Angus  P.  Macdonald,  of  Montreal, 
contractor,  associated  themselves  together  as  partners,  imder  the  firm  of 
Moore,  Wright  &  Co.,  to  tender,  contract  for  and  execute  the  said  works 
for  the  common  profit  of  said  partners,  share  and  share  'alike.  It  was  pro- 
posed and  agreed  by  and  between  them  that  they  should  each  and  all  exert 
themselves  to  secure  the  contract  for  the  performance  of  the  whole  of  said 
works  if  possible,  but  if  that  were  not  possible  to  secure  so  much  thereof  as 
could  be  obtained  either  by  direct  contract  with  the  commissioners,  or  by 
sub-contract  with  the  successful  tenderer,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  the 
same  might  be  obtainable,  more  especially  the  contract  for  that  part  of  the 
said  works  which  consisted  of  dredging.  The  plaintiff  procured  the  neces- 
sary information  to  enable  tenders  to  be  made  for  said  works,  by  and  in  the 
name  of  said  firm  of  Moore,  Wright  &  Co.,  exerted  himself  to  promote  their 
success,  and  kept  the  defendants  informed  of  the  progress  of  events  con- 
nected with  the  letting  out  of  said  work  by  tender.  A  tender  was  in  conse- 
quence made  for  said  work  by  and  in  the  name  of  said  firm  of  Moore, 
Wright  &  Co.,  and  at  the  request  of  said  harbor  commissioners  a  supple- 
mentary tender  was  likewise  made  in  their  name,  but  the  defendants  see- 
ing that  the  commissioners  favored  Simon  Peters,  of  Quebec,  contractor,  and 
were  disposed  in  case  he  reduced  his  prices,  to  give  him  the  contract  for 
said  works,  the  defendants,  in  violation  of  their  said  partnership  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  and  said  Angus  P.  Macdonald,  combined  with  said  Simon 
Peters,  in  order  to  secure  part  of  the  works  through  him,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose communicated  to  him  the  prices  at  which  they  were  willing  to  per- 
form the  dredging,  which  were  much  beneath  the  prices  of  the  said  Simon 
Peters  for  said  work,  which  enabled  him  so  to  lower  his  tender,  that  the 
work  was,  through  him,  awarded  and  given  by  contract  to  a  firm  composed 
of  the  defendants  and  the  said  Simon  Peters,  under  the  name  of  Peters, 
Moore  &  Wright.  To  enable  this  to  be  done  the  defendants  had  actually 
withdrawn  the  tenders  of  the  firm  of  Moore,  Wright  &  Co.,  and  fraudulently 
secured  the  contract  to  the  firm  of  Peters,  Moore  &  Wright,  with  the  under 
.,      standing  that  the  defendants  would  have  the  performance  of  and  the  profits 

re:>ulting  from  the  larger  portion  of  said  work,  especially  the  dredging,  to 
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the  exclusion,  and  in  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  c'tbe  said 
Angus  P.  MacDonald. 

•  After  the  defendant  had  so  secured  the  greater  pari  o*  .JJ.  rfjtks  they 
oflfered  participation  therein  and  of  the  profits  thereof  U  .„«  piaintiflf,  and 
to  the  said  Angus  P.  Macdonald,  which  they  accepted,  yet  the  defendants 
foiled  and  refused  to  fulfil  their  oflfer.  Tie  plaintiff  had  always  been  will- 
ing, and  offered  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  was  entitled  to 
one-fourth  of  the  advantages  and  profit  resulting  from  said  contract,  and  the 
performance  of  the  works  thereunder. 

The  said  contract  was  for  a  sum  exceeding  f  500,000,  and  the  prospective 
profits  were  presently  worth  $100,000,  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
one-fourth  or,  $25,000,  for  which  he  brought  his  action. 

The  defendants  by  their  plea  admitted  that  they  made  their  first,  as 
well  as  a  supplementary,  tender,  in  conjunction  with  the  plaintiff  and  with 
said  Angus  P.  McDonald,  but  denied  that  said  tenders  were  ever  withdrawn, 
and  averred  that  they  were  not  successful,  and  that  no  part  of  the  work  was  or 
could  be  secured  thereunder,  and  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  combine  with 
and  secure  the  work  through  said  Simon  Peters,  that  it  was  in  fact  awarded 
to  him,  and  not  to  him  and  the  defendants  jointly,  but  Peters  agr,eed  to  sub- 
let the  dredging  and  concrete  work  to  them,  the  defendants,  but  it  was 
nominally  arranged  that  they  should  be  joint  contractors  with  the  harbour 
commissioners,  and  by  agreement  with  Peters  they  would  divide  acd  separ- 
ate the  part  of  the  work  by  the  dredging  and  concrete  work  to  be  done  by 
them,  and  this  separation  was  actually  effected  by  notarial  contract,  that 
they  were  in  good  faith  in  procuring  the  work  through  Peters,  and  were 
under  no  obligation  whatever  to  allow  the  plaintiff  or  said  A.  P.  McDonald 
to  participate  in  their  contract ;  nevertheless,  they  had  offered  to  do  so,  but 
the  plaintiff  and  said  McDonald  had  failed  to  accept  within  reasonable  time, 
and  they  were  obliged  to  act  independently  for  themselves. 

The  principal  contention  was  whether  the  partnership  obligation  of  the 
defendants  was  limited  to  the  tenders  put  in  by  them  in  coi\junction  with 
the  plaintiff  and  Angus  P.  Macdonald. 

The  Superior  C!ourt  adopted  the  view  that  the  evidence  showed  they 
were  so  limited  and  that  the  defendants  had  not  fraudulently  or  otherwise 
obtained  the  rejection  of  said  tenders,  and  dismissed  Kane's  action. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side) 
that  court  Held,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence,  that  the  agreement  between 
plaintiff  and  defendants  was  that  they  should  be  jointly  interested,  not  only 
in  the  profits  of  the  entire  work,  but  in  such  portion  of  it  as  could  be  secured 
either  directly  or  by  sub-oontraot ;  that  the  defendants  in  fraud  of  the  plain- 
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tiff,  procured  the  contract  for  the  execution  of  a  large  proportion  of  the 
works  in  conjunction  with  Peters ;  that  the  defendants  afterwards  offered  a 
share  in  the  contract  to  plaintiff  and  Maodonald,  which  offer  was  accepted, 
but  which  the  defendants  refused  to  carry  out ;  and  the  court  reversed  the 
judgment  ot  the  Superior  Court  and  awarded  the  plaintiff  f  2,500. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  th&t  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed.    Taschereau  J.  dissenting. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Wright  T.  Kane.-28th  April,  1881 

4.  Partners— 4ilvlnv  time  to  principal— Blended  acconntH— Payments. 

Hutton  and  McGuire  (.defendants),  trading  together  in  partnership, 
became  indebted  to  Birkett  et  al.,  plaintiffs,  for  goods  purchased  from  them, 
for  which  the  defendants  gave  notes  of  the  partnership  firm.  They  dissolved 
partnership  in  October,  1876,  with  the  knowledge  and  approval  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, one  of  them  having  assisted  in  arranging  the  dissolution. 

McGuire  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  alone,  and  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tinued to  deal  with  him.  In  so  doing  McGuire  had  several  transactions  with 
the  plaintiffs,  from  whom  he  continued  to  receive  goods  on  credit,  until  he 
became  insolvent  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1880,  whereupon  plaintiffi 
brought  this  action  on  the  notes  given  by  the  firm.  The  circumstances 
attending  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  of  McGuire  and  Hutton,  and  the  sub- 
sequent dealings  of  the  plaintiffs  with  McGuire,  appear  at  length  in  the 
report  of  the  case  in  3.1  U.  C.  C.  P.  430  and  7  Ont.  App.  R.  33. 
'^' ■  Held,  reversing- the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Ritchie  C.J.  and 
Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  Hutton  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  ground 
that  by  the  course  of  dealings  of  the  plaintifis  with  McGuire  subsequently  to 
the  dissolution,  viz :  by  plaintiffs  blending  the  two  accounts,  and  taking 
McGuire's  paper  on  account  of  the  blended  accounts,  upon  which  paper 
McGuiro  from  time  to  time  made  sufficient  payments  to  pay  any  balance 
remaining  due  on  the  paper  of  McGuire  and  Hutton  which  was  in  existence 
at  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  it  must  be  held  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  well  as 
'^  '  of  law,  arising  from  the  course  of  the  said  dealings,  that  the  paper  of  the 
. '  firm  of  McGuire  and  Hutton  had  been  fully  paid. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Birkett  et  al.  t.  Mceaire  (19  G.  L.  J.  215).-19tli  Jane,  1888. 

5.  Tender  for  contract  by  individual  member  of  finn — Right  of  action. 

See  CONTRACT  24. 
D*  tSnretjrsblp— Contract  of,  wltli   firm— Continuing .  security   to  firm  and 
member  or  members  constituting  Arm  for  the  time  betng— I^eatli  *' 
partner— IilablUty  of  surety  after. 

S.,  by  indenture  under  seal,  became  surety  to  the  firm  of  C.  &  Sons  for 
goods  to  be  sold  to  one  Q.,  and  agreed  to  be  a  continuing  security  to  the  said 
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firm  or  "  to  the  member  or  members  for  the  time  being  constituting  the  said 
firm  of  C.  &  Sons,"  for  sales  to  be  made  by  the  said  firm  or  "  any  member  or 
,  members  of  the  said  firm  of  C.  &  Sons,"  to  the  said  Q.,  so  long  as  they  should 
mutually  deal  together. 

P.  C,  the  senior  member  of  the  said  firm,  haying  died,  and  by  his  will 
appointed  his  sons,  the  other  members  of  the  firm,  his  executors,  the  latter 
entered  into  a  new  agreement  of  co-partnership  and  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business  under  the  came  firm  name  of  C.  &  Sons,  and  subsequently 
transferred  all  their  interest  in  the  said  business  to  a  joint  stock  company. 

An  action  having  been  brought  against  S.  for  goods  sold  to  Q.  after  the 
death  of  the  said  P.  C,  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
11  Ont.  App.  R.  156,  and  restoring  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  Divi- 
sion 5  0.  B.  189,  that  the  death  of  P.  C.  dissolved  the  said  firm  of  C.  &  Sons, 
and  put  an  end  to  the  contract  of  suretyship.  .'■'■'  -' 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
Starrs  v.  The  Cosgrave  Brewing  and  Halting  Co.  of  Toronto.- 9th  April,  1886. 
Partus  Sequitur  Ventrem. 

See  CHATTEL  MORTGAGE  1. 

Patent — nomimon  liands  Act,  85  Tic.  ch*  23,  sec.  83,  sub-sees.  7  and  H— 
Homestead  Patent,  validity  of  Bill— Equitable  or  statutory  title- 
Demurrer -39  Vic.  cli.  33  sec.  69. 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  bill  of  complaint,  alleged  in  the  6th  paragraph  as 

follows i— "Prior  to  the  Ist  of  May,  1870,  the  plaintiff  made  application  to 

homestead  the  said  lands  in  question  herein,  and  procured  proper  afiSdavits, 

according  to  the  statute,  whereby  he  proved   to  the    satisfaction  of  the 

Dominion  lands  agent  in  that  behalf  (and  the  plaintiff  charges  the  same  to 

be  true),  that  the  said  defendant  Farmer  had  never  settled  on  or  improved 

the  said  lands  assumed  to  be  homesteaded  by  him,  or  the  lands  herein  in 

question,  but  had  been  absent  therefrom  continuously  since  his  pretended 

homesteading  and  pre-emption  entries,  and  thereupon  the  claim  of  the 

defendant  Farmer  under  the  said  entries  became  and  was  forthwith  forfeited, 

end  any  pretendisd  rights  of  the  defendant  Farmer  thereunder  ceased,  and 

the  plaintiff  thereunder,  on  or  about  the  8th  May,  1875,  and  then  and  there 

with  the  assent  and  by  the  direction  of  the  Dominion  lands  agent,  who 

caused  the  same  to  be  prepared  for  the  plaintiff,  signed  an  application  for 

a  homestead  right  to  the  lands  in  question  in  this  suit,  according  to  Form  A, 

mentioned  in  35  Vic.  ch.  23  see.  33,  and  did  make  and  swear  to  an  affidavit 

according  to  Form  B,  mentioned  in  sec.  33  sub-sec.  7  of  the  same  Act,  and 

did  pay  to  the  same  agent  the  homestead  fee  of  |10,  who  accepted  and 

received  the  same  as  the  homestead  fee,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was 

informed  that  he  had  done  all  that  was  necessary  or  required  for  him  to  do 
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under  the  statute  and  the  regulations  of  the  Department,  and  that  tbe 
statute  said  r   Upon  making  this  affidavit  and  filing  it,  and  on  payment  of  an 

^  ,  office  fee  of  $10  (for  which  he  shall  receive  a  receipt  from  the  agent),  he 
should  be  permitted  to  enter  the  lands  specified  in  the  application ;  and 
thereupon  and  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  in  good  faith,  the  plaintifl  did 
forthwith  enter  upon  said  land  and  take  actual  possession  thereof,  and  has 
ever  since  remained  in  actual  occupation  thereof,  and  has  erected  a  house 
and  other  buildings  thereon,  cleared  a  large  portion  of  said  lands  and  fenced 
and  cultivated  the  same,  and  made  many  other  valuable  improvemonto 
thereon,  costing  in  the  aggregate  $1 ,000.    Demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 

■ .  V  '  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  allowing  the 
demurrer,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  locus  standi  to  attack  the  validity  of  the 
patent  issued  by  the  crown  to  the  defendant,  as  he  had  not  alleged  a  suffi- 
cient interest  or  right  to  the  lands  therein  mentioned,  within  the  meaning 
of  sec.  69  or  of  sub-sees.  7  and  8  of  sec.  33  of  35  Vic.  ch.  23,  there  being  no 

•  ..  allegation  that  an  entry  of  a  homestead  right  in  the  lands  in  question  had 
been  made,  and  that  plaintiff  had  been  authorized  to  take  possession  of  the 
land  by  the  agent,  or  by  some  one  having  authority  to  do  so  on  behalf  of  the 
crown,  or  a  sufficient  allegation  that  the  crown  was  ignorant  of  the  facts  of 
plaintiflfs  possession  and  improvements.  (Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. 
dissenting.) 
,»  "^  Per  Strong  J.,  that  when  the  crown  has  issued  the  letters  patent  in 
view  of  all  the  facts,  the  grant  is  conclusive,  and  a  party  cannot  set  up 
equities  behind  the  patent. 

Farmer  ?.  Livingstone.— Tlii,  UO. 

2.   Void,  as  having  been  iraprovidently  gi-anted. 

c.  Sec  TRESPASS  14. 

Patent  of  Invention—  combination—  Novelty— mTentor— prior  patcit 

'^,^1    to  perM»n  not  Inventor— PIttadlnv  and  practice- Seetlon  6  Patent  Aet. 

1878— Use  by  others  In  Canada— VNe  by  patentee  In  foreign  conntrlw 

'    '     Section  as  Patent  Act,  I87a-Flnal  decision— Judgment  In  rem— SeeUoa 

V  Patent  Act,  1872— Commencement  to  mannfaeture  before  applleattoa 

In  Canada-Section  48-V8e  by  defendant  before  patent. 

An  invention  consisted  of  the  combination  in  a  machine  of  three  parti, 
or  elements.  A,  B  and  C,  each  of  which  was  old,  and  of  which  A  had  been 
previously  combined  with  B  in  one'  machine  and  B  and  C  in  another  machine, 
but  the  united  action  of  which  in  the  patented  machine  produced  new  and 
useful  results. 

Held,  1.  (Strong  J.  dissenting)  to  be  a  patentable  invention. 
To  be  entitled  to  a  patent  in  Canada,  the  patentee  must  be  the  first 
inventor  in  Canada  or  elsewhere.    A  prior  patent  to  a  person  who  is  not  the 
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true  inventor  is  no  defence  against  an  action  by  the  true  inventor  under  a 
patent  issued  to  him  subsequently,  and  does  not  require  to  be  cancelled  or 
repealed  by  scire  faeiat,  whether  it  is  vested  in  the  defendant  or  in  a  person 
not  a  party  to  the  suit. 

2.  The  words  in  the  6th  section  of  the  Patent  Act,  1872,  "not  being  in 
public  Use  or  on  sale  for  more  than  one  year  previous  to  his  application  in 
Canada,"  are  to  be  read  as  meaning  "  not  being  in  public  use  or  on  sale  in 
Canada  for  more  than  one  year  previous  to  his  application." 

3.  That  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  or  his  Deputy,  has  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion over  questions  of  forfeiture  under  the  28th  section  of  the  Patent  Act, 
1872,  and  a  defence  on  the  ground  that  a  patent  has  become  forfeited  for 
breach  of  the  conditions  in  the  said  28th  section  cannot  be  supported  after  a 
decision  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  or  his  Deputy  declaring  it  not  void 
by  reason  of  such  breach. 

Per  Henry  J.— The  jurisdiction  of  the  CommiBsioner  is  administrative 
rather  than  judicial,  and  he  may  look  at  the  motive  and  efifect  of  an  act  of 
importation,  and  a  single  act,  such  as  the  importation  of  a  sample  tending  to 
introduce  the  invention,  is  not  necessarily  a  breach  of  the  spirit  of  the  condi- 
tions of  the  28th  section.  Under  the  7th  and  48th  sections  of  the  Patent  Act, 
1872,  persons  who  had  acquired  or  used  one  or  more  of  the  patented  articles 
before  the  date  of  the  patent,  or  who  had  commenced  to  manufacture  before 
the  date  of  the  application,  are  not  entitled  to  a  general  license  to  make  or 
use  the  invention  after  the  issue  of  the  patent. 

As  to  the  form  of  order  in  appeal,  see  Practice  91. 

Bmith  T.  eoldie.-lx,  46. 

a.  Sale  of— Specifle  performance  -Afpeeement  partly  execated  and  partly  exe«  • 
cntory  — Conatmctionof— Mlarepreaentatlon  by  vendor— 8iS  and  33  Vic.  ch.  11 
■ec.  17  (patent  Act)— Consolidation  of  BuitB. 

Powell,  being  owner  of  a  patent  for  an  improved  pump  which  had  only  a 
short  time  to  run,  but  was  renewable  for  two  further  terms  of  five  years  each, 
on  the  Ist  June,  1877,  made  with  Peck  et  dl.  the  following  agreement :  "  Said 
Powell  agrees  to  sell,  and  the  said  Peck  agrees  to  buy,  the  said  Powell's  right, 
title  and  interest  In  the  said  Powell's  pump  manufacturing  business,  together 
with  the  land  on  which  the  buildings  stand,  at  or  for  the  sum  of  four  thous- 
and five  hundred  dollars,  payable  as  follows :  Fifteen  hundred  dollars  the 
16th  day  of  June,  instant,  with  interest  at  10  per  cent. ;  also,  the  sum  of  three 
thousand  dollars,  to  be  secured  by  first  mortgage  on  the  property.  [Here 
follow  the  terms.]  Powell  to  assign  his  ini^rest  in  his  pump  patents  to  Mr. 
Peckfor  the  Counties  of  York,  Halton,  Peel,  Simooe  and  Ontario.      *      * 

*      *      *      *      On  the  same  day  the  following  assignment  was  executed 
by  PoweU  i— 
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Whereaa  I,  Charles  Powell,  of  the  City  of  Toronto,  in  the  County  of  York, 
did  obtain  letters  patent  of  Canada  for  certain  new  and  useful  improvementi 
in  pumps,  known  as  "  the  cone  pump  and  its  connections/'  which  letten 
patent  bear  date  the  19th  of  July,  1872. 

And  whereas  O.  G.  Peck,  John  Coleman  and  George  Brett  are  desirout 
of  acquiring  an  interest  therein  : 

Now  this  indenture  witnesseth,  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  gum 
of  $6,500,  to  me  in  hand  paid,  the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged, 
I  have  granted,  sold  and  set  over,  and  do  hereby  grant,  sell  and  set  over  unto 
the  said  Peck,  Coleman  and  Brett,  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  which  I 
have  in  the  said  invention,  as  secured  to  me  by  said  letters  patent,  for,  to 
and  in  the  limits  of  the  counties  of  York,  Halton,  Peel,  Simcoe  and  Ontario, 
and  in  no  other  place  or  places,  the  same  to  be  held  and  er\joyed  by  the  said 
Peck,  Coleman  and  Brett  for  their  own  use  and  behoof  of  their  legal  repre- 
sentatives, to  the  full  end  of  the  term  for  which  the  baid  letters  patent  are 
granted,  as  fully  and  entirely  as  the  same  would  have  been  held  by  m«,  haH 
this  grant  and  sale  not  been  made,  save  and  exoept  such  portions  of  the 
above  territory  as  may  have  been  sold  by  the  patentee  before  the  1st  daj 
April,  1877. 

'^'  On  or  about  the  21st  of  June,  1877,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement, 

Peck  et  al.  gave  to  Powell  a  mortgage  of  the  lands  and  premises  upon  which 

the  pump  manufacturing  business  was  carried  on,  to  secure  payment  of  |3,000 

and  interest  as  therein  provided.    At  the  same  time  and  to  secure  the  same 

amount,  Peck  ei  al.  gave  to  Powell  a  chattel  mortgage  of  the  plant,  machin- 

'  °     ery  end  chattels  belonging  to  the  said  business.    On  the  17th  July,  1877, 

Powell  renewed  the  patent  in  his  own  name.    In  June,  1878,  the  mortgagors 

made  default  in  payment  of  the  mortgages  and  interest,  and  in  consequence 

,.^    thereof  Powell  put  his  bailiff  in  possession  of  the  chattels  aforesaid,  and 

.  .,   instituted  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  Ontario  in  the  suit  of 

' ::: ;    Powell  V.  Peek  upon  his  mortgage  of  the  said  land.    Almost  at  the  same  time 

;   Peck  et  al.  began  the  suit  of  Peck  v.  Powell  to  restrain  the  sale  of  the  ohat> 

tels  under  the  respondent's  chattel  mortgage  aforesaid,  and  the  proceedings 

for  the  foreclosuve  of  the  mortgage  on  the  property. 

The  defence  set  up  in  the  suit  of  Powell  v.  Peck  is  the  same  as  the  case 
which  Peck  et  al.  sought  to  make  in  Peck  v.  Powell,  namely,  that  when  the 
agreement  of  the  1st  of  June,  1877,  was  made,  Powell  falsely  represented  the 
letters  patent  mentioned  or  ^ferred  to  in  the  said  agreement  for  certain  new 
and  usc'ul  improvements,  known  as  the  Cone  Pump  and  its  connections,  had 
10  years  to  run,  whereas,  the  fact  was  that  unless  in  the  meantime  renewed 
said  letters  would  have  expired  in  a  few  weeks ;  and  Peck  et  al,  claimed  in 
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oonsequence  of  such  misrepreBentation  that  they  were  not  bound  to  pay  the 
mortgage  money  sued  for  in  Powell  v.  Peck,  and  that  Powell's  proceedings 
should  be  restrained  under  the  chattel  mortgage  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he 
should  be  obliged  to  make  good  his  representations  and  carry  out  his  oou' 
tract  with  respect  to  said  patent. 

Powell's  answer  to  this  part  of  the  case  was  that  he  never  intended  to 
sell,  and  Peck  et  al.  did  not  intend  to  purchase,  any  other  than  the  limited 
interest  in  the  said  letters  patent  conveyed  in  the  assignment,  dated  the  1st 
of  June,  1877,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  pronounced  a  decree  favorable  to  Peck  et  al.  in 
both  suits  (26  Grant  322). 

The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  reversed  these  decrees.  In  Powell  v. 
Peck  it  made  a  decree  for  the  redemption  or  foreclosure  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  with  r osts.  And  in  Peek  v.  Powell  it  dismissed  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiffs  with  costs,  being  of  opinion  that  imder  the  circum- 
stances all  that  the  purchasers  could  claim  was  the  right  under  the  patent 
for  the  remainder  of  the  first  term  of  five  years  (Patterson  J.  A.  dissenting). 
8  Ont.  App.  R.  498. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  (Tourt  of  C!anada,  Held;  that  tlie  decree  made 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Peck  v.  Powell  was  correct  and  should  be 
affirmed  and  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  reversing  that  decree  should 
reversed.  That  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Powell  v.  Peck  should 
be  reversed  and  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed. 

Per    Ritchie    C.J Powell    by    his    agreement  parted   with    all   his 

interest,  so  far  as  the  five  counties  were  concerned,  and  the  only  substantial 
interest  which  existed  was  the  statutory  right  of  extension.  The  habendum 
of  the  deed  "  to  the  full  end  of  the  term,"  &o.,  had  not  the  effect  of  restrict- 
ing the  previous  grant  to  the  term  existing  at  the  time  so  as  to  exclude  the 
grantee  from  the  right  of  renewal  and  extension.  On  the  contrary  it  makes 
it  more  clear  that  within  the  limits  of  the  territory  described  the  grantor 
divests  himself  of  all  the  title  up  to  the  last  moment  of  the  current  term, 
and  thus  affirms  the  status  of  the  grantee  as  being,  at  as  well  as  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  five  years,  the  holder  of  the  patent  and  the  person 
entitled  under  sec.  17,  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  II  (the  Patent  Act)  to  the  exten- 
sion, BO  far  as  the  right  had  relation  to  that  territory.  Powell,  having  taken 
the  extension  in  his  own  name  for  the  whole  Dominion,  should  be  decreed 
to  execute  such  instruments  or  do  whatever  acts  might  be  necessary  to  vest 
.  in  Peck  et  al.  their  right  and  title  in  such  extension. 

Per  Strong  J.— Under  the  Dominion  statute  applicable  to  this  patent 
the  extension  can  be  claimed  m  an  absolute  right  by  the  holder,  just  as  a 
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renewal  of  a  term  can  be  olAimed  by  a  lessee  where  lease  contains  a  coren- 
ant  to  that  effect.  The  appellants  could  not  insist  upon  a  partial  renewil 
confined  to  the  five  counties,  but  so  soon  as  a  renewal  was  obtained  by  the 
respondent  he  became  a  trustee  of  the  renewed  patent  for  the  appellanb 
in  respect  of  those  counties,  the  eTidence  not  showing  any  mistake  in  the 
agreement,  which  on  the  ordinary  principles  applicable  to  relief  by  way  of 
specific  performance  made  it  improper  to  carry  out  the  contract.  If  the 
case  depended  upon  the  considerations  with  which  the  Chancellor  prin- 
cipally dealt,  in  this  view  also  he  inclined  to  think  the  appellants  would  be 
entitled  to  succeed.  As  to  Powell  v.  Peck,  although  the  agreement  of  the 
1st  June,  1870,  was  executory,  being  in  terms  an  agreement  to  assign,  and 
not  a  final  or  completed  assignment,  the  consideration  paid  and  given  for  it 
was  executed,  part  of  that  consideration  being  the  mortgage.  A  compliance 
with  the  equitable  obligation  to  carry  that  agreement  into  specific  execu- 
tion was  not  a  condition  preciedent  to  the  right  to  enforce  the  security  for 
the  purchase  money,  more  especially  after  the  purchasers  had  already  to 
some  extent  had  the  benefit  of  the  patent.  The  obligations  of  the  vendor 
and  purchasers  were  distinct  and  independent  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 
According  to  the  principles  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  acts  in  carrying 
into  execution  by  its  decree  such  contracts  and  agreements  as  are  pro- 
perly the  subject  of  its  jurisdiction,  the  court  will  always  execute  the  whole, 
'  or  such  parts  of  the  agreement  as  remain  executory,  but  if  the  parties  have 
thought  fit,  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  to  carry  out  any  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  such  executed  portions  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Per  Henry  and  Gwynne  JJ. — ^The  evidence  shows  that  it  was  upon  the 
faith  of  the  representation  by  Powell  that  the  patent  was  good  for  ten  years 
that  Peck  et  al.  signed  the  agreement.  Further,  the  agreement  and  assign- 
ment were  suflScient  to  pass  to  Powell's  assignees  all  right  and  title  to 
renewal  of  the  letters  patent,  and  to  make  him  a  trustee  for  said  assignees 
of  any  renewal  as  regards  the  five  counties.'  As  the  appellants,  by  their 
answer  to  the  respondent's  bill,  offer  to  pay  the  sum  for  which  the  mortgage 
was  given,  so  soon  as  the  respondent  should  make  good  the  benefit  of  their 
purchase  of  the  patent  right,  the  decrees  made  in  the  Court  of  Chancer; 
"      should  be  consolidated,  and  Powell  ordered  to  assign  all  interest  in  and  to 

;  '  the  extension  of  the  patent,  and  that  upon  the  execution  of  such  assignment 
an  account  be  taken  of  what  might  remain  due  to  Powell  upon  the  mort- 
gage, with  the  usual  decree  for  sale  in  default  of  payment— Powell  to  pay 
'   all  costs  of  consolidated  suits,  less  costs  of  adjournment  of  hearing.    Sub- 

^   '   sequent  costs  and  further  directions  reserved. 
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Appeal  allowed  in  Peck  v.  Powell  and  dismissed  in  Powell  v.  Peck. 
C!oet8  to  follow  event. 

Peck  V.  Powell)  ..,»K    ,  .„„. 

Powell  T.  Peck  /  *'!*•'  JanwrJ.  188«. 

3.    Auivnment  of  lntcrMt-SnbR«quent  Infrlnvemcnt-Want  of  novelty. 

C.  obtained  a  patent  for  The  Paragon  Black  Leaf  Check  Book,  and  in  his 
specification  claimed  as  his  invention,  "  in  a  black  leaf  check  book  of  double 
leaves,  one  half  of  which  are  bound  together,  while  the  other  half  fold  in  as 
fly  leaves  torn  out :  the  combination  of  the  black  leaf  bound  into  the  book 
next  the  cover  and  provided  with  tape  across  its  ends,  the  said  black  leaf 
having  the  transferring  composition  on  one  of  its  sides  only" 

A  half  interest  in  this  patent  was  assigned  to  the  defendant,  with  whom 
C.  was  in  partnership,  and  on  the  dissolution  of  such  partnership  said  half 
interest  was  re-assigned  to  C,  who  assigned  the  whole  interest  in  the  patent 
to  plaintiffs. 

Prior  to  the  said  dissolution  the  defendant  obtained  a  patent  for  what 
he  called  « Butterfield's  Improved  Paragon  Check  Book,"  claiming  as  his 
invention  the  following  improvements  on  check  books  previously  in  use : 
1st.  A  kind  of  type  ;  ^id.  The  membrane  hinge  for  a  blank  leaf,  the  whole 
bound  by  an  elastic  band  to  the  ends  or  sides  of  the  lower  cover;  and,  3rd. 
A  totalling  sheet.  And  after  the  dissolution  proceeded  to  manufacture 
check  books  under  his  said  patent.  Plaintiffs  brought  suit  for  an  injunction, 
claiming  that  their  patent  was  infringed  and,  on  the  hearing  before  the 
Chancellor,  he  held  the  plaintiff's  patent  to  be  void  for  want  of  novelty. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (11  Ont.  App.  R.  145),  that  the  patent  of  the 
plaintiffs  under  which  they  claimed  was  a  valid  patent,  and  as  there  was  no 
doubt  that  it  was  infrmged  by  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  defendant's 
books,  the  judgment  of  the  Chancellor  should  be  restored. 
Appeal  allowed  with  oosts. 
firlp  Printing  &  Pnbllsblng  Co.  ?.  Batterfleld  (22  O.I.J.  I8).-16tli  Not.  »8S, 

I  '■fi^Wemont-Wewlnventlon-Comblnatloii-Want  of  novelty. 

A  patent  was  obtained  for  a  baker's  oven,  the  patentee  clai^mg  as  his 
invention  the  following : ' 

Ist.  A  fire  pot,  or  furnace,  placed  within  a  baker's  oven,  below  the  sole 
thereof,  and  provided  with  a  door  situated  above  the  grate. 

2nd.  A  fire  pot,  or  furnace,  placed  within  a  baker's  oven,  provided  with 
a  door  above  the  level  of  the  sole  of  the  oven,  and  connected  with  the  said 
furnace  by  an  inclined  guide. 

3rd.  In  a  baker's  oven,  a  Hue  leading  from  below  the  grate  to  the 
main  flue. 

22J    '  M 
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4th.  A  baker's  oven  provided  with  a  circular  tilting  grate,  sitiuted 
above  the  sole  of  the  oven,  and  provided  with  a  door. 

5th.  In  a  baker's  oven,  a  cinder  grate  placed  beneath  the  fire  grate,  in 
combination  with  a  flue  leading  fW>m  below  the  grate  to  the  main  flue. 

And  in  the  ipecifloationB  the  patentee  Bays:— «  What  I  claim  as  mj 
invention  is— in  combination  with  a  baker's  oven  a  furnace  set  within  the 
1       oven,  but  below  the  sole." 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (10  Ont.  App,  R, 
449),  Strong  and  Heiuy  JJ.  dissenting,  that  there  was  no  novelty  in  the 
invention  justifying  the  issuing  of  a  patent,  and  therefore  the  defendant  wu 
u'     not  liable  for  infringement.  •  ,  ,    ,    . 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Honter  ¥,  Carrtck  (22  C.I.J.  25).-16th  November,  188». 

5.    Comblnntlon-SalMMiaent  pat«nt-8olre  flacla*— iBrrlmvemcnt -Dmuk*, 
meaaoro  of. 

On  the  4th  July,  1877,  Lasnier,  the  respondent,  obtained  from  the  patent 
office  a  patent  of  invention  for  new  and  useful  improvements  to  machines 
for  making  candles,  under  the  name  of  "machine  d  fabriquer  Us  cierget  it 
Jean  Baptiste  Lasnier."  On  the  20th  February,  1879,  Collette  and  Ulric 
(the  appellants)  obtained  a  patent  of  invention  "  for  new  and  useful  improvfr 
ments  in  candle  making  apparatus,"  the  title  and  name  whereof  ii 
"Collette  and  Ulric's  Candle  Apparatus.'  The  action  of  the  respondent  ii 
against  the  appellants  to  annul  their  patent,  and  for  damages  resulting  from 
the  counterfeiting  of  the  machine  patented  by  the  respondent. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  (Jett6  J.)  by  its  judgment,  declared 
that  the  appellants  had  fraudulently  copied  and  infringed  the  patent  of  the 
respondent,  forbade  them  from  making  use  of  their  machine  and  condemned 
them  in  $600  damagos,  reserving  to  the  respondent  the  ight  to  proceed  bj 
scire  facias  to  ask  for  the  nullity  of  appellants'  patent. 

The  court  arrived  at  the  $600  by  assuming  that  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  respondent  consisted  of  the  profits  made  by  the  appellants.  It  con 
sidered  that  the  respondent  had  proved  that  by  reason  of  the  infringement 
of  his  invention  the  appellants  had  made  a  saving  realizing  a  profit  of  I 
cents  on  each  pound  of  candles,  besides  the  ordinary  profits,  and  that  dur 
ing  the  period  of  fourteen  months  the  appellants  had  made  and  sold  at  least 
12000  pounds  of  candles,  giving  the  net  profit  of  $600. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court. 
The  appellants  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.    They  con 
tended  that  these  two  judgments  were  erroneous,  for  the  following  reasoM 
1.  Because  the  appellants,  having  a  patent,  could  not  be  condemned  i 
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(InmageB  for  using  their  patented  machine,  ho  long  as  their  patont  liad  not 
been  annulled  by  competent  authority  and  in  the  manner  required  by  law, 
vii.,  by  teire  faeiat ;  2.  Because  the  two  judgments  rendered  were  not 
founded  on  law,  nor  on  facta ;  3.  Because  the  damages  were  excessive. 

llc*d,  that,  aesuming  the  respondents'  patent  to  be  good,  as  it  was  by 
the  record  admitted  to  be,  there  had  been  an  infringement  of  it  by  the 
appellants,  but  that  the  court  below  bad  proceeded  on  a  wrong  principle  in 
assessing  the  damages;  the  evidence  furnished  no  means  of  accurately 
measuring  the  plaintifTs  damages,  but  substantial  justice  would  be  done  by 
'    estimating  them  at  $UX). 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J. — The  respondent's  machine  is  substantially  the  same 
as  the  appellant's  ;  the  alterations  are  only  in  reference  to  the  construction 
of  the  machine,  not  a  new  invention  or  new  combination. 

Per  Taachereau  J — The  judgment  appealed  from  finds  that  the  appel- 
lant's machine  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  respondent's,  and  entirely 
based  on  the  same  principles,  and  that  the  few  changes  or  imi>rovement8  it 
may  contain  are  entirely  unimportant  and  constitute  mere  mechanical  . 
equivalents,  used  for  the  same  purpose  and  producing  the  same  result.  In 
this  finding  of  fact  I  entirely  concur.  This  being  so,  the  appellant's  case  has 
no  standing  in  law. 

As  to  damages,  it  is  settled  law  that  a  Court  of  Appeal  will  not,  as  a 
general  rule,  entertain  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  court  below  assessing 
damages,  yet  it  will  do  so  when  it  is  Bhew#  that  the  court  below  has  acted 
on  a  wrong  principle  in  assessing  the  quantum  of  damages — Ball  v.  Bay,  30 
L.  T.  N.  S.  1,  Bank  o/  U.  C.  v.  Bradahaw,  L.  R.  I.  P.  C.  479. 

By  the  declaration  the  respondent  alleges  no  actual  loss  or  damage,  but 
that  the  appellants  by  using  respondent's  patent,  or  other  fraudulent  imita- 
tion of  it,  have  realized  a  profit  of  $13,200  over  and  above  the  profits  they 
would  or  might  have  realized  in  making  candles  without  resorting  to  this 
machine ;  there  is 'no  allegation  that  had  the  appellants  not  used  this 
machine  he  would  have  made  all  the  candles  they  made ;  and  it  is  in  evi- 
dence there  are  various  other  modes  of  making  candles,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  appellants  from  doing  so  by  the  other  various  modes,  or 
even  with  the  respondents  own  machine,  for  he  could  not  refuse  to  sell 
them  one.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  of  the  cost  or  value  of  the 
respondent's  machine,  or  of  what  would  be  a  £air  royalty  on  it,  so  that  it  is 
impossible  to  assess  the  damages.  My  brother  judges  are  disposed  to  grant 
$100  damages.    I  would  not  have  given  so  much,  but  will  agree  to  this  amount.    . 

Per  Gwynne  J. — Assiuning  the  respondent's  patent  to  be  a  good  one,  as 
upon  this  record  it  is  admitted  to  be,  the  machine  for  which  the  appellants 
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have  procured  a  patent  is  a  mere  colourable  imitation  of  the  reHpondcnt'i 
machine,  baaed  upon  prociHely  tho  same  principles,  oompoee<l  of  the  same 
elementH,  and  differing  from  it  only  in  the  arrangement  of  thoBo  elemenU 
and  producing  no  results  mateiially  difierent.  The  evidence  fails  to  fumiib 
us  with  any  moans  of  accurately  moasuring  the  respondent'n  damages.  How 
he,  himself,  contemplated  making  his  profit  dous  not  appear.  It  is  only 
where  from  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  tho  case  no  other  rulo  con  b« 
found  that  tho  defendant's  profits  become  the  criterion  of  the  plaintifl's  Ion, 
and  we  have  no  evidence  before  us  to  enable  us  to  detormine  what  rule 
should  govern  in  the  present  cose,  whether  the  profit  should  consist  In  Uie 
value  of  a  li  sense  to  make  and  sell  the  patented  improvement,  or,  if  it 
should,  what  is  a  fair  estimate  of  the  value  of  such  license.  The  plaintiff 
has  not  set  auy  value  himself  on  such  a  license.  Moreover,  the  estimate  of 
the  defendaat's  profits,  if  that  had  been  shewn  to  be  the  proper  rule  appli- 
cable to  the  case,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  made  by  a  comparison  of 
the  profit  obtainable  by  use  of  the  plaintiffs  improved  machine  in  making 
taper*  with  the  latest  precedent  and  best  known  mode  of  making  them,  but 
by  a  comparison  between  the  use  of  the  plaintiff's  improvement  and  of  s 
very  old  mode  of  making  tapers,  which  had,  as  iu  said,  been  improved  upon 
by  other  modes  before  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  patent  Substantial  justiot 
will  be  done  by  reducing  the  damages  to  f  100.  T  "^ 

Per  Henry  J.  dis8enting-.By  the  law  which  determines  rights  under 
patents  of  invention,  the  Hpecification  is  deemed  a  part  of  the  patent  and 
the  two  instruments  are  to  be  construed  together  as  one,  and  if  it  appears 
by  the  patent  or  specification,  that  anything  is  claimed  by  the  patentee  ai 
a  part  of  his  invention  which  is  not  new,  the  grant  of  the  privilege  will  be 
wholly  void.    The  consideration  given  for  a  patent  is  a  warranty  that  all  is 
new  which  the  applicant  seeks  to  protect,    llie  consideration  is  entire  and 
covers  everything  in  the  patent  and  specification,  and  if  it  fails  for  one  or 
more  parts  of  the  alleged  invention  it  fails  for  all,  and  the  patent  is  there- 
fore void  at  initio,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  any  infringement  of 
it,  even  if  the  part  of  the  invention  to  which  the  alleged  infringement  refers 
was  new.    The  obtaining  of  a  patent  by  the  appellants  subsequent  to  the 
•    patent  of  the  respondent  would  not  authorize  the  manufacture  of  the  same 
articles  until  the  second  patent  was  repealed.    Such  patent  would  be  void 
*  .    because  the  appellants  imder  the  statute  obtained  the  exclusive  right,  and 
■;•    a  Second  patent  for  the  same  object  would  be  void  as  unauthorized  by  the 
y~j  statute,  and  also  because  not  new.    But  it  is  alleged  by  the  defence  and  bui- 
■,;  tained  by  the  evidence,  that  every  part  of  the  respondent's  machine  with  its 
several  combinations  was  well  known,  and  used  before  the  date  of  the 
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patent,  except  the  application  of  a  lever  to  the  pulliea  for  raining  and  lower 
ing  the  plunger.  Hl»  olaim  in  not  confined  to  the  mere  combination  of  the 
lever  with  the  other  parts  of  the  combined  machine.  If  it  had  been,  it 
might  have  been  doubtful  if  tho  more  addition  of  tuoh  a  piece  of  well  known 
and  used  mechanical  agency  aa  a  levur  would  entitle  the  applicant  to  a  pat- 
ent. It  would  be  but  the  application  of  a  well  known  and  uaed  mechanical 
power  to  a  combined  machine,  the  right  to  uie  which  by  the  public  could 
not  be  questioned. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.    Damagoa  reduced  to  $100. 

Oollette  T.  lMBler.-8lh  March,  1889. 

Pasnnent— Into  Bank  to  credit  of  Sdocession. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  4. 

2.  ConBignment  of  goods  subject  to. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  7. 
8.  Effect  of. 

See  CONTRACT  5. 

4.  By  co-obligor. 

See  MORTGAGE  2. 

5>  Approprls<lon  of— Interest. 

By  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chandery  it  was  directed  that  an  account 
should  be  taken  of  all  dealings  between  St.  J.,  the  plaintiff,  and  R.,  the  defen- 
dant. The  master  found  that  $453.20  was  due  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  master  disallowed  to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  a  note  for  $510,  and 
interest  thereon  as  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  and  reduced  the 
interest  on  a  sum  of  $3,000  advanced  from  twenty-four  per  cent,  to  six  per 
cent,  after  judgment  had  been  recovered.  The  note  of  $510  was  dated  18th 
November,  1881,  and  was  payable  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  $10  per  week 
from  the  23rd  November,  1861.  On  the  6th  March,  1867,  the  defendant,  who 
had  been  sued  by  the  plaintiff  for  certain  other  claims,  entered  into  an  agree* 
ment  with  him  in  order  to  relieve  him  from  the  pressure  of  execution  debts, 
paid  him  $2,000  on  amount  of  the  indebted^ss,  and  got  time  fqr  the  balance. 
The  plaintiff  made  no  demand  at  the  time  to  be  paid  this  note,  and  did  not 
instruct  his  attorney  who  acted  for  him  to  seek  payment  of  it  until  1870. 

Hold,  that  the  evidence  showed  an  appropriation  by  respondent  of  the 
$2,000  on  aocoimt  of  the  debts  for  which  he  was  being  pressed,  and  as  the 
note  for  $510  was  not  included  in  such  debts,  the  master  vras  right  in  treating 
it  as  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

St.  JokB  T.  Bykert.-!,  278. 

6.  Delegation  of  in  hypothec.  ,  .    ;     ^  . 

See  HYPOTHEC.  i  ■  ..  ^  ..  /.  .   -^  ....u^ 


Payment— Continued.    ■'■■'''■^'-'■^^^'^"■:'^^:-'^"\,-i'^i-- 

7.  Into  Coui-t— Plea  of— Eflfect. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  12. 

8.  Fraudulent  and  simulated  hjrpothec — Given  in  payment  of  good»- 
r  *  Eight  to  sue  for  price. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  14. 
Penalties — Jurisdiction  of  Com-t  of  Vice-Admiralty  to  enforce. 

See  PAELIAMBNT  OF  CANADA  18. 
2.  Appropriation  of,  for  contravention  of  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1818, 

See  CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  1878,  5. 

Petition  of  Right — lutercolonlal  railway  contract-81  Vie.  elk  18  mc. 
IS— Certlfleate  of  ehlet'  engineer— Condition  precedent  to  recovery  of 
money  for  extra  work— Petition  of  rlglit  will  not  He  against  the  Crown 
for  tort,  or  for  the  fraudulent  misconduct  of  Its  servants— Forfeiture  sad 
penalty— I<l<|uldated  damages. 

On  the  25th  May,  1870,  J.  and  S.,  contractors,  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  Intercolonial  Railway  Commissioners  (authorised  by  31  Vic.  ch.  13) 
to  construot  and  complete  section  No.  7  of  the  said  Intercolonial  railway  for 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  for  a  bulk  sum  of  $557,750.    During  the  progress  of 
the  work,  changes  of  various  kinds  were  made.    The  works  were  sufficiently 
.  completed  to  admit  of  rails  being  laid,  and  the  line  opened  for  traffic  on  the 
.'  lltb  November,  1870.    The  total  amount  paid  on  the  10th  February,  1873, 
.  ,r    was  1557,750,  the  amount  of  the  contract.    The  contractors  thereupon  pre- 
.    sented  a  claim  to  the  commissioners  amounting  to  $116,463.83  for  extra  work, 
&c.,  beyond  what  was  included  in  their  contract.    The  commissioners,  after 
obtaining  a  report  from  the  Chief  Engineer,  recommended  that  an  additional 
sum  of  $31,091 .85  (less  a  sum  of  $8,300  for  timber  bridging  not  executed,  and 
$10,354.24  for  imder  drain  taken  ofi'  oontraotors  hands)  be  paid  to  the  con- 
tractors upon  receiving  a  full  discharge  of  all  claims  of  every  kinder  descrip* 
_,  tion  under  the  contract.     The  balance  was  tendered  to  suppliants  and 
; ,    refused. 

-^         The  contractors  thereui^,  by  peitition  of  right,  claimed  $124,663.33  as 

,,.  due  from  the  Crown  to  them  for  extra  work  done  by  them  outside  of  and 

beyond  the  written  contract,  alleging  that  by  orders  of  the  Chief  Engineer 

/;  additional  work  and  alterations  were  required,  but  these  orders  were  carried 

^,  outon.'yon  the  understanding  that  such  additional  work  and  alterations 

i ,  .  should  be  paid  for  extra ;  and  alleging  further,  that  they  were  put  to  large 

expense  and  compelled  to  do  much  extra  w  jrk  which  they  were  entitled  to 

'.'■'](  be  paid  for,  in  consequence  of  misrepresentations  in  plans  and  bill  of  works 

' '     exhibited  at  time  of  letting. 

On  the  profile  plan  it  was  stated  that  the  best  information  in  possession 
of  the  CThief  Engineer  respecting  the  probable  quantities  of  the  several  kinds 


846 

Petition  of  Right-Continued. 

of  work  would  be  found  in  the  schedules  accompanying  the  plan,  "  but  con- 
tractors must  understond  that  these  quantities  are  not  guaranteed  ;"  and  in 
the  bill  of  works,  which  purported  to  be  an  abstract  of  all  information  in 
possession  of  the  commissioners  and  Chief  Engineer  with  regard  to  the 
quantities,  it  was  stated,  "  the  quantities  herein  given  as  ascertained  from 
the  best  data  obtained  are,  as  far  as  known,  approximately  accurate,  but  at 
the  same  time  they  are  not  warranted  as  accurate,  and  and  no  claim  of  suiy 
kind  will  be  allowed,  though  they  may  prove  to  be  inaccurate." 

The  contract  provided  fn^er  alia,  that  it  should  be  distinctly  understood, 
intended  and  agreed  that  the  said  price  or  consideration  of  $557,750  should 
be  the  price  of,  and  be  held  to  be  full  compensation  for  all  works  embraced 
in,  or  contemplated  by  the  said  contract,  or  which  might  be  required  in 
virtue  of  any  of  its  provisions,  or  by  law,  and  that  the  contractors  should  not, 
upon  any  pretext  whatever,  be  entitled,  by  reason  of  any  change,  alteration 
or  addition  made  in  or  to  such  works,  or  in  the  daid  plans  and  specification, 
or  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  Governor  in 
Council  by  the  said  Act,  intituled,  "  An  Act  respecting  the  onstruction  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,"  or  in  the  Commissioners  or  Engineer,  by  the  said 
contract  or  by  law,  to  claim  or  demand  any  further  or  additional  sum  for 
"xtra  work,  or  as  damages  or  otherwise,  the  contractors  thereby  expressly 
waiving  and  abandoning  all  and  any  such  claim  or  pretension,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatsoever,  except  as  provided  in  the  fourth  section  of  the 
said  contract,  relating  to  alterations  in  the  grade  or  line  of  location ;  and 
that  the  said  contract  and  the  said  specification  should  be  in  all  respects 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  first  cited  in  the  said  contract,  intituled, 
"  An  Act  respecting  the  construction  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,"  31  Vic. 
ch.  13,  and  also,  in  so  far  as  they  might  be  applicable,  to  the  provisions  of 
"The  RaUway  Act  of  1868." 

The  19th  sec.  of  32  Vic.  ch.  13,  enacts  "  that  no  money  shall  be  paid  to 
any  contractor  until  the  Chief  Engineer  shall  have  certified  that  the  work, 
for  or  on  account  of  which  the  same  sha^  be  claimed,  has  been  duly  executed, 
nor  until  such  certificate  shall  have  been  approved  of  by  the  Commib.sioners. 
No  certificate  was  given  by  the  Chief  Engineer  of  the  execution  of  the  work. 

Held,  by  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Canada,  Ritchie  J.,  that  the  contract 
requiring  that  any  work  done  on  the  road  must  be  certified  to  by  the  Chief 
Engineer,  until  he  so  certified  and  such  certificate  was  approved  of  by  the 
Commissioners,  the  contractors  were  not  entitled  to  be  paid  anything.  That 
if  the  work  in  question  was  extra  work,  the  contractors  had  by  the  contract 
waived  all  claim  for  payment  for  any  such  work.  If  such  extra  work  was  of 
a  character  so  peculiar  and  unexpected  as  to  be  considered  dehors  the  con- 


346 

Petition  of  Right— Continued.         .!W    ;ii  .-t^  -kiiiiJ 

tract,  then  there  was  no  such  contract  with  the  Gomtuisaioners  as  would  give 

"   the  contractors  any  legal  claim  against  the  Crown ;  the  Commissioners  alone 

'-  \   being  able  to  bind  the  Crown,  and  they  only  as  authorized  by  statute.    That 

.  >■    there  was  no  guarantee,  express  or  implied,  as  to  the  quantities,  nor  any  mis- 

;;'  representations  respecting  them.    But  even  if  there  had  been,  a  petition  of 

>. .  right  will  not  lie  against  the  Crown  for  tort,  or  for  a  claim  based  on  an  alleged 

.  fraud,  imputing  to  the  Crown  fraudulent  misconduct  of  its  servants. 

In  the  contract  it  was  also  provided  that  if  the  contractors  failed  to  per- 
form the  works  within  the  time  agreed  upon  in  and  by  the  said  OQn tract,  to 
'■  .'  wit,  Ist  July,  1871,  the  contractors  would  forfeit  all  money  then  due  and 
owing  to  them  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  also  the  further  sum  of 
$2,000  per  week  for  all  the  time  during  which  said  works  remained  incom- 
plete after  the  said  1st  July,  1871,  by  way  of  Uquidated  damages  for  such 
default.    The  contract  was  not  completed  till  the  end  of  August,  1872. 

Held*  that  if  the  Crown  insisted  on  requiring  a  decree  for  the  penalties, 
time  being  declared  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  damages  attached,  and 
the  Crown  was  entitled  to  a  sum  of  $2,000  per  week  from  the  Ist  July,  1871, 
till  the  end  of  August,.  1872,  for  liquidated  damages.  > 

The  Crown  subsequently  waiving  the  forfeiture,  judgment  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  suppliants  for  the  sum  of  $2,436.1 1,  being  the  amount  tendered 
.    by  the  respondent,  less  the  costs  of  the  Crown  in  the  case  to  be  taxed  and 
deducted  from  the  said  amount. 

Jones  T.  Tlie  Queen,  in  the  Exchequer —tU,  570. 

2.   Contract— Claim  for  extra  work— Certificate  of  EnKlneer— Condition  pre* 
■     cedent— 81  Tic.  ch.  12  D. 

The  suppliant  engaged  by  contract  imder  seal,  dated  4th  December, 

1872,  with  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  to  construct,  finish  and  complete, 

for  a  lump  simi  of  $78,000,  at  deep  sea  wharf  at  the  Eichmond  station  at  Hali- 

...    fax,  N.S.,  agreeably  to  the  plans  in  the  engineer's  office  and  specifications, 

' :  and  with  such  directions  as  would  be  given  by  the  engineer  in  charge  during 

the  progress  of  the  work.    By  the  7th  clause  of  the  contract  no  extra  work 

;    could  be  performed,  unless  "  ordered  ill  writing  by  the  engineer  in  charge 

before  the  execution  of  the  work."    By  letter,  dated  26th  August,  1873,  the 

.,  Minister  of  Public  Works  authorized  the  suppliant  to  make  an  addition  to 

'   the  wharf,  by  the  erection  of  a  superstructure  to  be  used  as  a  coal  floor,  for 

<      the  additional  sum  of  $18,400.    Further  extra  work,  which  amounted  to 

$2,781,  was  performed  under  another  letter  from  the  Public  Works  Depart- 

.  ment.    The  work  was  completed,  and  on  the  final  certificate  of  the  Govern- 

.:'    ment's  engineer  in  charge  of  the  works,  the  sum  of  $9,681,  as  the  balance 

.  c  due,  was  paid  to  the  suppliant,  who  gave  the  following  receipt,  dated  30th 
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April,  1875  :  "  Received  from  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  in  tVill,  for  all  amounts 
against  the  government  for  works  under  contract,  as  follows :  '  Richmond 
deep  water  wharf,  works  for  storage  of  coals,  works  for  bracing  wharf,  rebuild- 
ing two  stone  cribs  the  sum  of  $9,681.' "  Tho  suppliant  sued  for  extra  work, 
which  he  alleged  was  not  covered  .,  payment  made  on  the  30th  April, 

1875,  and  also  for  damages  caused  to  him  by  deficiency  in  and  irregularity 
of  payments.  The  petition  was  dismissed  with  costs ;  and  a  rule  niai  for  a 
new  trial  was  subsequently  moved  for  and  discharged. 

Held,  affirming  judgment  of  court  below,  that  all  the  work  performed  by 
the  suppliant  for  the  government  was  either  contract  work  mthin  the  plans 
or  specifications,  or  extra  work  within  the  meaning  of  the  7th  clause  of  the 
contract,  and  that  he  was  paid  in  full  the  contract  price,  and  also  the  price 
of  all  extra  work  for  which  he  could  produce  written  authority,  and  that  the 
written  authority  of  the  engineer  and  the  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  work 
are  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  suppliant  to  recover  payment 
for  any  other  extra  work.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

Per  Ritchie  C.J That  neither  the  engineer,  nor  the  clevK'  of  the  works, 

nor  any  subordinate  officer  in  charge  of  any  of  the  works  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  has  any  power  or  authority,  express  or  implied,  under  the  law  to 
bind  the  Crown  to  any  contract  or  expenditure  not  specially  authorized  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  contract  duly  entered  into  between  the  Crown  and 
the  contractor  according  to  law,  and  then  only  in  the  specific  mann^t  pro- 
vided for  by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract. 

O'Brien  T.  The  Queen.-iv,  529. 

3.  Prescription— 0  Tie.  ch.  37— Rl^lit  of  the  Crown  to  plead  preserlptlon— 
10  years'  prescription— Oood  faith— Translatory  title— Judgrment  of  con> 
flrmatlon— Tltre  precalre— Inscription  eu  fanx— Improvements,  claim  for 
by  Incidental  demand— Arts.  2211,  2251,  2206,  C.  C.  li.  C— Art.  478 
C.  O  P.  I..  €, 

N.  C,  the  suppliant,  by  his  petition  of  right,  claimed,  as  representing 
the  heirs  of  P.  W.,  jr.,  certain  parcels  of  land  originally  granted  bj  letters 
patent  from  the  Crown,  dated  5th  January,  1806,  to  P.  W.,  sr.,  together  with 
a  sum  of  $200,000  for  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  derived  therefrom  by  the 
Government  since  the  illegal  detention  thereof.  As  to  the  merits  the 
defendant  pleaded  ~lst.  By  peremptory  exception,  setting  up  title  and 
po.ssession  in  Her  Majesty  under  divers  deeds  of  sale  and  documents  ;  2nd. 
Prescription  by  30,  20  and  10  years.  An  exception  was  also  fyled,  setting  up 
that  these  transfers  to  petitioners  by  the  heirs  of  P.  W.,  jr.,  were  made  with- 
out valid  consideration,  and  that  the  rights  alleged  to  have  been  acquired 
were  disputable,  droits  litigieux.  The  general  issue  and  a  supplementary 
plea  claiming  value  of  improvements  were  also  fyled.   To  first  of  these  ezoep- 
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^;^    tions  the  petitioner  answered  that  the  parties  to  the  deeds  oi  sale  relied 

;      upon  had  no  right  of  property  in  the  land  sold,  and  denied  the  legality  and 

.,     validity  of  the  other  documents  relied  upon,  and  inscribed  en  faux  against 

■  <,,    a  judgment  of  ratification  of  title  to  a  part  of  the  property  rendered  by  the 

Superior  Court  for  the  district  of  Aylmer,  F.Q.    To  the  exception  of  pre< 

soription  the  petitioner  answered,  denying  the  allegations  thereof,  and  more 

.  ^.     particularly  the  good  faith  of  the  defendant.    To  the  supplementary  plea, 

the  petitioner  alleged  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  defendant.    There  were  also 

general  answers  to  all  the  pleas.    On  the  issues  thus  raited,  the  parties  went 

to  proof  by  an  enquiie  had  before  a  conunissioner  under  authority  of  the 

.,,    court,  granted  on  motion,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  Province  of 

Quebec.     The  case  was  argued    in    the    Exchequer  Court   before   J.   T. 

Taechereau  J.,  and  he  dismissed  the  suppliant's  petition  of  right  with  costs. 

Whereupon  the  suppliant  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

^      .       Held,  Foumier  and  Heniy  J  J.  dissenting — 1.  That  before  the  Code, 

and  also  under  the  Code  (art.  2211),  the  Crown  had  under  the  laws  in  force 

in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  the  right  to  invoke  prescription  against  a  subject, 

which  the  latter  could  have  interrupted  by  petition  of  right. 

2.  That  in  this  case  the  Crown  had  purchased  in  good  faith  with  trans- 
latory  titles,  and  had  by  ten  years  peaceable,  open  and  uninterrupted  pos- 
session, acquired  an  unimpeachable  title.       ,    ;       .     >        \       4;  :.;.. 

*  3.  That  in  relation  to  the  Inscription  en  faux,  the  Art.  473  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure  is  not  so  imperative  as  to  render  the  judgment  attacked  an 
absolute  nullity,  it  being  registered  in  the  register  of  the  court. 

4.  That  the  petitioner  was  bound  to  have  produced  the  minute,  or  draft 

.A.    of  judgment  attacked,  but  having  only  produced  a  certified  copy  of  the  judg- 

*>■    ment,  the  inscription  against  the  judgment  falls  to  the  ground. 

'  ^  5.  That  even  if  S.  O.'s  title  was  litre  pr4eaire,  the  heirs  by  their  own 

acts  ceded  and  abandoned  to  L.  all  their  rights  and  pretensions  to  the  land 

in  dispute,  and  that  the  petitioner  C.  was  bound  by  their  acts. 

,  Held,  also,  that  the  impenaea  claimed  by  the  incidental  demand  of  the 

Crown  were  payable  by  the  petitioner,  even  if  he  had  succeeded  in  his 

action.     ,    ,  ,  .      .  '  C         . 

Chewier  v.  The  ftueen.— Iv,  1, 

4.  Ftohcrles,  resrnlntlon  and  protection  of— Flstaerles  act,  31  Tic.  di.  60 
D.- British  North  America  Act,  1867,  decs.  91,  02  and  100— I^lcense  to 
flsh  Inthat  pai;tof  the  IHlramlchl  Klver  above  Price's  Bend— Rlffhts  of 
riparian  proprietors^  In  granted  and  nngranted  lands— Right  of  passage 
and  right  of  fishing. 

On  January  Ist,  1874,  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  of  Canada, 
purporting  to  act  under  the  powers  conferred  upon  him  by  sec.  2,  ch.  60, 
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81  Vic,  executed  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty  to  the  suppliant  an  instrument 
called  a  lease  of  fishery,  whereby  Her  Majesty  purported  to  lease  to  the  sup- 
pliant for  nine  years  a  certain  portion  of  the  South  West  Miramichi  River  in 
New  Brunswick,  for  the  purpose  of  flyfishing  for  salmon  therein,  the  locus 

tn  quo  being  thus  described  in  the  special  case  agreed  to  by  the  parties  : 

"Price's  Bend  is  about  40  or  45  miles  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide. 
The  stream  for  the  greater  part  from  thiif  point  upward,  is  navigable  for 
canoes,  small  boats,  flat-bottomed  scows,  logs  and  timber.  Logs  are  usually 
driven  down  the  river  in  high  water  in  the  spring  and  fall.  The  stream  is 
rapid.    During  summer  it  is  in  some  places  on  the  bars  very  shallow." 

-  '  Certain  persons  who  had  received  conveyances  of  a  portion  of  the  river, 
and  who,  under  such  conveyances,  claimed  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing  in 
such  portion,  interrupted  the  suppliant  in  the  ei\joyment  of  his  fishing 
under  the  lease  granted  to  him,  and  put  him  to  certain  expenses  in  endea- 
voring to  assert  and  defend  his  claim  to  the  ownership  of  the  fishing  of  that 
portion  of  the  river  included  in  his  lease. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  having  decided  adversely  to  his 
exclusive  right  to  fish  in  virtue  of  said  lease,  the  suppliant  presented  a  peti- 
tion of  right,  and  claimed  compensation  from  her  Majesty  for  the  loss  of 
his  fishing  privileges  and  for  the  expenses  he  had  incurred. 

By  special  case  certain  questions  were  submitted  for  the  decision  of 
the  court,  and  the  Exchequer  Court,  Held,  inter  alia,  that  an  exclusive 
right  of  fishing  existed  in  the  parties  who  had  received  the  conveyances, 
and  that  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  consequently  had  no 
power  to  grant  a  lease  or  license  under  seo.  2  of  the  Fisheries  Act  of  the 
portion  of  the  river  in  question,  and  in  answer  to  the  8th  question,  viz : 
"  Where  the  lands  (above  tide  water)  through  wliich  the  said  river  passes, 
are  ungranted  by  the  Crown  could  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  law- 
fully issue  a  lease  of  that  portion  of  the  river  ?"  Held,  that  the  Minister 
could  not  lawfully  issue  a  lease  of  the  bed  of  the  river,  but  that  he  could 
lawfully  issue  a  license  to  fish  as  a  franchise  apart  from  the  ownership  of 
the  soil  in  that  portion  of  the  river. 

The  appellant  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  on 
the  main  question  ;  whether  or  not  an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  did  so  exist. 
Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Court  Ist,  that  the  gen- 
eral power  of  regulating  and  protecting  the  fisheries  under  the  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  sec.  91,  is  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  but  that  the 
license  granted  by  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheris  of  the  locus  in  quo 
was  void,  because  said  Act  only  authorizes  the  granting  of  leases  "  where 
the  exclusive  right  fishing  does  not  already  exist  by  law,"  and  in  this  case  the 
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;,,      exclusive  right  of  fishing  belonged  to  the  owners  of  the  land  through  which 

that  portion  of  the  Miramichi  River  flows. 

2nd,  that  although  the  public  may  have  in  a  river,  such  as  the  one  in 

question,  an  easement  or  right  to  float  rafts  or  logs  down,  and  a  right  of 

passage  up  and  down,  wherever  the  water  is  sufficiently  high  to  be  so  used, 

such  right  is  not  inconsistent  with  an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  or  with  the 

right  of  the  owners  of  property  opposite  their  respective  lands  ad  medium 

Jilum  aquoe.     .  •>,.;;;. 

3rd.  That  the  rights  of  fishing  in  a  river,  such  as  is  that  part  part  of  the 

Miramichi  from  Price's  Bend  to  its  source,  are  an  incident  to  the  grant  of 

the  land  through  which  such  river  flows,  and  where  such  grants  have  been 

made,  there  is  no  authority  given  by  the  B.  N.  A.  Aot,  1867,  to  grant  a  right 

to  fish,  and  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  no  right  to  give  such  authority. 

.   '       4th.  Per  Ritchie  CJ.  and  Strong,  Fournier  and  Henry  J  J.,  reversing 

the  judgment  of  the  Ezcehquer  Court  on  the  8th  question  submitted,  that 

the  ungranted  lands  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  being  in  the  Crown 

for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  New  Brunswick,  the  exclusive  right  to  fish 

follows  as  an  incident,  and  is  in  the  Crown  as  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  the 

people  of  the  province,  and  therefore  a  license  by  the  Minister  of  Marine 

and  Fisheries  to  fish  in  streams  running  through  provincial  property  would 

'        be  illegal.  ,■■     '-.v^i--    ;u;w^V^-,--'.^-V 

The  Queen  t.  Robertson— tI,  52. 

5>    Counsel  teem,  action  for— Retainer  for  services  before  Fishery  Commls* 
■ion— Jurisdiction, 

The  suppliant,  an  advocate  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  counsel,  was  retained  by  the  Government  of  Qanada  as  one  of  the' 
counsel  for  Great  Britain  before  the  Fishery  Commi^^sion  which  sat  at  Hali- 
fax pursuant  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington.  There  was  contradictory  evi- 
dence as  to  the  terms  of  the  retainer,  but  the  learned  judge  in  the  Exchequer 
Court  found  '•  That  each  of  the  counsel  engaged  was  to  receive  a  refresher 
equal  to  the  retaining  fee  of  $1,000,  that  they  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw 
on  a  bank  at  tfalifax  for  $1,000  a  month  during  the  sittings  of  the  commision, 
that  the  expenses  of  the  suppliant  and  his  family  were  to  be  paid,  and  that 
the  final  amount  of  fees  was  to  remain  unsettled  until  after  the  award."  The 
amount  awarded  by  the  Commissioners  was  $5,500,000.  The  suppliant 
claimed  $10,000  as  his  remuneration,  in  addition  to  $8,000  already  received 
by  him.       .::.!;>; 

Held,  per  Fournier,  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ. ,  that  the  suppliant,  under 
the  agreement  entered  into  with  the  Crown,  was  entitled  to  sue  by  petition 
of  right  for  a  reasonable  sum  in  addition  to  the  amount  paid  him,  and  that 
$8,000  awarded  him  in  the  Exchequer  Court  was  a  reasonable  sum. 
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Per  Fournier,  Henry,  Tasohereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. — By  the  law  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  counael  and  advocates  can  recover  for  fees  stipulated 
for  by  an  express  agreement. 

Per  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ. — By  the  law  also  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
counsel  can  recover  for  such  fees. 

Per  Strong  J. — The  terms  of  the  agreement,  as  established  by  the  evi- 
dence, shewed,  in  addition  to  an  express  agreement  to  pay  the  suppliant's 
expenses,  only  an  honorary  and  gratuitous  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown  to  give  additional  remuneration  for  fees  beyond  the  amount  of  fees 
paid,  which  undertaking  is  not  only  no  foundation  for  an  action  but  excludes 
any  right  of  action  as  upon  an  implied  contract  to  pay  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  services  rendered ;  and  the  suppliant  could  therefore  recover  only  his 
expenses  in  addition  to  the  amount  so  paid. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J. — As  the  agreement  between  the  suppliant  and  the  Min- 
ister of  Marine  and  Fisheries,  on  behalf  of  Her  Mt^esty,  was  made  at  Ottawa, 
in  Ontario,  for  services  to  be  performed  at  Halifax,  in  Nova  Scotia,  it  was 
not  subject  to  the  law  of  Quebec ;  that  in  neither  Ontario  nor  Nova  Scotia 
could  a  barrister  maintain  an  action  for  fees,  and  therefore  that  the  petition 
would  not  lie. 

Per  Gwynne  J. — By  the  Petition  of  Right  Act,  sec.  19,  the  subject  is 
denied  any  remedy  against  the  Crown  in  any  case  in  which  he  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  such  remedy  in  England,  under  similar  circumstances. 
By  the  laws  in  force  there  prior  to  23  and  24  Vic.  oh.  34  (Imp.),  counsel 
could  not,  at  that  time,  in  England,  have  enforced  payment  of  counsel  fees 
by  the  Crown,  and  therefore  the  supph'ant  should  not  recover. 

[This  case  was  appealed  to  the  Privy  Council,  where  it  was  Held,  1.  That 
according  to  the  law  of  Quebec,  a  member  of  the  bar  is  entitled,  in  the 
absence  of  special  stipulation,  to  sue  for  and  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  in 
respect  of  professional  services  rendered  by  him,  and  may  lawfully  contract 
for  any  rate  of  remuneration  which  is  not  contra  bonos  mores,  or  in  violation 
of  the  rules  of  the  bar. 

2.  That  in  the  absence  of  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  express  or  implied, 
Mr.  Doutre  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  employed  upon  the  usual  terms 
upon  which  such  services  are  rendered,  and  that  his  status  in  respect  both 
of  right  and  remedy  was  not  afiected  either  by  the  lex  loci  contractus  or  the 
lex  loci  solutionis. 

3.  That  the  P.  R.  A.,  1876,  sec.  19  sub-sec.  3  does  not  in  such  case  bar  the 
remedy  against  the  Crown  by  petition.    9  App.  oases  745.] 

The  <laeen  v.  Doatre.— t1,  843. 
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0<  19  Tie.  ch.  asa— Deb«ntar««  ifMUf^  by  TriiM(«««  of  the  <|ueb«c  Tnrnplkt 
■toad*— Levlalatlve  rceovnltlon  of  a  debt— Aventa,  liability  of  the  C'rowa 
for  act*  by. 

Held,  llitchie  C.J.  and  G Wynne  J.  dissenting,  that  the  Trustees  of  the 
Quebec  North  Shore  TurnpiKe  Trust,  appointed  under  ordinance,  4  Vic.  ch. 
17,  when  issuing  the  debentures  in  suit,  under  16  Vic.  ch.  235,  were  acting  u 
agents  of  the  Oovemment  of  the  late  province  of  Canada,  and  that  the  said 
province  became  liable  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  said 
debentures  when  they  became  due. 

Per  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ. — That  the  Province  of  Canada  had,  by  iU 
conduct  and  legislation,  recognized  its  liability  to  pay  the  same,  and  that 
respondents  were  entitled  to  succeed  on  their  cross  appeal  aa  to  interest 
from  the  date  of  the  maturing  af  the  said  debentures. 

Per  Kitchie  C.J.  and  Gwynne  J. — ^That  the  trustees,  being  empowered 
by  the  ordinance  to  borrow  moneys  "  on  the  credit  and  security  of  the  tolls 
thereby  authorized  to  be  imposed  and  of  other  moneys  which  might  come 
into  the  possession  and  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  said  trustees,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  ordinance,  and  not  to  be  paid  out  of  or  chargeable  against  the 
general  revenue  of  this  province,"  the  debentures  did  not  create  a  liability 
on  the  part  of  this  province  in  respect  of  either  the  principal  or  interest 
thereof. 

[On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was 

reversed,  and  the  construction  put  on  the  statute  by  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Gwynne 

J.  was  affirmed.] 

Belleaa  V.  The  daeen.-rll,  53. 

7.  Petition  of  Bight  Act,  1876,  sec.  7-Statnte  of  lilmltatlons— S2  Henrj 
Till.  oh.  9— Buylnv  pretended  titles— Public  Works— Rldeaa  Canal  Act, 

8  Ueo.  IT.  ch.  1—6  Wm.  IT.  ch.  IB-Trnstee,  Contract  by— Compensation 
*or  lands  taken  for  Canal  purposes— 2  Tic,  ch.  19—7  Tic.  ch.  11  sec.  29- 

9  Tic.  ch.  42. 

Under  the  provisions  of  8  Geo.  IV.  ch.  1,  passed  on  the  17th  February, 
1827,  by  the  Provincial  Parliament  of  Upper  Canada,  and  generally  known 
as  the  Rideau  Canal  Act,  Lt.-Colonel  By,  who  was  employed  to  superintend 
the  work  of  making  said  canal,  set  out  and  ascertained  110  acres  or  there- 
abouts, part  of  600  acres  or  thereabouts  theretofore  granted  to  one  Grace 
McQueen,  as  necessary  for  making  and  completing  said  canal,  but  only  some 
20  acres  were  actually  necessary  and  used  for  canal  purposes.  Grace  Mo- 
Queen  died  intestate,  leaving  Alexander  McQueen,  her  husband,  and  William 
McQueen,  her  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  her  surviving.  After  her  death,  on 
the  31st  January,  1832,  Alexander  McQueen  released  to  William  McQueen 
all  his  interest  in  the  said  lands,  and  on  the  6th  February,  1832,  William  Mo- 


•         868 

Petition  of  Right— Continnod.      .     :/       V       •    ,  .!,.'!- 

Queen  granted  to  Col.  By  all  the  lands  previously  granted  to  his  mother, 
Grace  McQueen.    Col.  By  dind  on  the  Ist  February,  1836. 

By  0  William  IV.  ch.  16,  persons  who  acquired  title  to  lands  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  canal  after  the  commencement  of  the  works,  but  who  had 
purchased  before  such  commencement,  were  enabled  to  claim  compensation. 

By  the  Ordnance  Vesting  Act,  7  Vic.  ch.  11,  Canada,  the  Rideau  Canal 
and  the  lands  and  works  belonging  thereto,  were  vested  in  the  *prinoipal 
officers  of  H.  M.  Ordnance  in  Great  Britain,  and  by  aec.  29  it  was  enacted  : 
« Provided  always,  and  be  it  enacted,  that  all  lands  taken  from  private 
owners  at  Bytown  under  the  authority  of  the  Rideau  Canal  Act  for  the  uses 
of  the  canal,  which  have  not  been  used  for  that  purpose,  be  restored  to  the 
party  or  parties  from  whom  the  same  were  taken." 

By  the  9th  Vic.  ch.  42,  Canada,  it  was  recited  that  the  foregoing  proviso 
had  given  rise  to  doubt  as  to  its  true  construction,  and  it  was  enacted  that 
the  proviso  should  be  construed  to  apply  to  all  the  land  at  Bytown  set  out 
and  ascertained  and  taken  from  Nicholas  Sparks,  under  8  Geo.  IV.  ch,  1 , 
except  certain  portions  actually  used  for  the  canal,  and  provision  was  made 
for  payment  of  compensation  to  Sparks  for  the  land  retained  for  canal  pur- 
poses, and  for  the  reinvesting  in'  him  and  his  grantees  of  the  portions  of 
lands  taken  but  not  required  for  such  purposes. 

By  the  19th  and  20th  Vic.  ch.  45,  the  Ordnance  properties  became 
vested  in  her  Majesty  for  the  uses  of  the  late  Province  of  Canada,  and  by 
the  British  North  America  Act  they  became  vested  in  her  Majesty  for  the 
use  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada.    .'   -    '.  •'  '. 

The  suppliants,  the  legal  representatives  of  Col.  By,  brought  a  petition 
of  right,  alleging  the  foregoing  facts,  and  seeking  to  have  her  Majesty 
declared  a  trustee  for  them  of  all  the  said  lands  not  actually  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  canal,  and  praying  that  such  portion  of  said  lands  might 
be  restored  to  them,  and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  paid,  and  as  to  any 
parts  sold  that  the  value  thereof  might  be  paid  together  with  the  rents  and 
profits  prior  to  the  selling  thereof.  '     '     «'■':*'•   ;  <  -    . >" 

By  his  statement  in  defence,  the  Attorney-General  contended,  among 
other  things,  that  (par.  5)  no  interest  in  the  lands  set  out  and  ascertained 
by  Col.  By  passed  to  William  McQueen,  but  the  claim  for  compensation  or 
damages  for  taking  said  lands  was  personal  estate  of  Grace  McQueen,  and 
passed  to  her  personal  representative  ;  that  (par.  6, 7  and  8)  the  deeds  of  the 
31st  of  January  and  6th  February,  1832,  passed  no  estate  or  interest,  the 
title  and  possession  of  the  lands  being  in  his  Miy'esty,  but  that  such  deeds 
were  void  under  32  Ily.  VIII.  ch.  9 ;  that  (par.  9)  Col.  By  was  incapable,  by 

28  ■■■■■■-'    ' •■-  .•■-■■:■: 
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reaHon  of  his  position,  from  ac<iuiring  any  beneficial  interest  in  said  Innds  u 
againnt  bis  Majesty;  that  (par.  10,  II,  12  and  13)  Col.  By  took  proceedingi 
under  8  Oeo.  IV.  oh.  I,  to  obtain  compensation  for  the  lands  in  question,  but 
the  arbitrators,  and  also  a  jury  summoned  under  the  Act,  decided  that  he 
was  entitled  to  no  compensation  by  reason  of  the  enhancement  of  the  value 
of  his  other  land  and  of  other  advantages  accrued  by  the  building  of  the 
canal,  and  that  this  award  and  verdict  were  a  bar  to  the  suppliant's  claim; 
that  (par.  14  and  15)  the  proviso  of  9  Vic.  oh.  42,  was  confined  to  Nioholu 
Sparks  and  did  not  extend  to  the  lands  in  question ;  that  (par.  16, 17, 18  and 
19)  by  virtue  of  2  Vic.  oh.  19  (Upper  Canada)  and  a  proclamation  issued  in 
pursuance  thereof,  all  claims  for  damages  which  might  have  been  brought 
under  8  Oeo.  IV.  ch.  1,  by  owners  of  lands  taken  for  the  canal,  including 
claims  of  the  said  (Jrace  McQueen  or  Col.  By,  or  their  respective  represent- 
atives, were,  on  and  after  the  Ist  April,  1841,  forever  barred;  that  (par, 26, 
27  and  28)  the  suppliants  were  barred  by  their  own  laches ;.  and  that  (par, 
27)  they  were  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

On  a  special  case  stated  on  the  pleadings  for  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
Hold,  by  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Canada  (Richards  CJ.)  I.  The  Statute  of 
Limitations  was  properly  pleadable  under  soc.  7  of  the  Petition  of  Right  Act 
of  1876. 

2.  William  McQueen  took  the  lands  by  descent  from  his  mother,  if  i 
died  before  the  lands  were  set  out  and  ascertained  for  the  purposes  of  the 
canal.  If  she  died  afterwards,  he  did  not,  as  they  were  vested  in  the  Crown 
under  8  Geo.  IV.  ch.  1  sees  1  and  3,  and  her  right  was  converted  into  a 
claim  for  compensation  under  the  4th  section. 

3.  This  right  of  compensation  or  damagef,  if  asserted  under  the  4th  sec. 
of  Geo.  IV.  ch.  1,  would  go  to  Grace  McQueen's  personal  representatives,  but 
if  the  land  was  obtained  by  surrender  under  the  2nd  sec.  of  the  statute,  then 
the  heir-at-law  of  Grace  McQueen  would  be  the  person  entitled  to  receive 
the  damages  and  execute  the  surrender. 

4.  The  deeds  of  the  Slst  January,  1832,  and  6th  February,  1832,  are  voii 
as  against  the  Crown  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  acres  in  dispute,  except  so 
far  as  the  same  may  be  considered  as  a  surrender  to  the  Crown  under  the 
2nd  sec.  of  the  Rideau  Canal  Act. 

5.  The  9th  paragraph  of  the  statement  in  defence  is  a  sufficient  answer 
in  law  to  the  petition. 

6.  The  defence  set  up  in  the  10th,  11th,  12th  and  13th  paragraphs  of  the 
Btatement  would  be  sufficient  in  law,  supposing  the  statements  therein  to  1 

.    true. 
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7.  Tho  proviso  of  9  Vio.  oh.  42  sec.  29  waa  confined  in  effect  to  tlie  lands 
of  Nioholai  Sparks  only. 
•  8.  If  the  olaim  is  to  be  made  by  Graoo  McQueen's  pergonal  representa- 

tivos  under  the  4th  sec;  of  the  Rideau  Canal  Act  (and  any  olaim  by  her  could 
only  be  under  that  section)  the  Acts  referred  to  in  the  16th,  I7th,  18th  and 
19th  paragraphs  of  the  statement  in  defence  have  an  applioatipn  to  this  case 
and  would  constitute  a  bar  against  all  claims  to  be  made  under  the  Rideau 
Canal  Act.  As  to  the  claims  to  be  made  by  the  heirs  of  CoL  By,  they  hay« 
no  claims  under  any  of  the  statutes.  <•      ' 

9.  If  the  Ordnance  Vesting  Act  vested  the  1 10  acres  in  question  in  the 
heirs  of  Col.  By,  the  court  was  not  prepared  to  say  that  their  claim  had  been 
barred  by  laohea  on  the  statement  set  out  in  the  petition.  But  tho  statute 
had  not  that  effect,  nor  had  Col.  By  or  his  legal  representatives  evar  had  for 
his  or  their  own  use  and  benelit  any  title  to  these  1 10  acres. 

Tyieo  V.  The  Queen.— Til,  651. 

8.  Tender  for  work  on  Intercolonial  Railway— Acceptance  by  commbmlon* 
era— i^ontract,  liability  of  C'rnwn  for  breach  of— Extra  work,  claim  for— 
DamMire«-»l  Vic.  ch.  18-37  Vic.  cii.  IS,  cflTect  or— Works  completed  1  at 
Jane,  1874 -Certificate  ot  enviitfeer  —  Condition  pree«dent,walver  of— 
Demurrer. 

In  January,  1872,  the  Commissioners  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  gave 
public  notice  that  they  were  prepared  to  receive  tenders  for  the  erection 
inter  alia  of  certain  engine  houses,  according  to  plans  and  specifications 
deposited  at  the  oflSce  of  the  Chief  Engineer  at  Ottawa.  J.  I.  tendered  for 
the  erection  of  an  engine  house  at  Matapedia,  and  in  October  following  he 
was  instructed  by  the  commissioners  to  proceed  in  the  execution  of  the 
work,  according  to  his  accepted  tender,  the  price  being  $21,989.  The  work 
was  completed  and  delivered  to  the  Government  in  October,  1874.  The 
specification  provided  as  follows : — "  The  commissioners  will  provide  and  lay 
railway  iron,  and  will  also  provide  and  fix  cast-iron  columns,  iron  girders, 
and  other  iron  work  required  for  supporting  roof."  In  September,  1873,  J. 
I.  was  unable  to  proceed  further  with  the  execution  of  his  work,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  neglect  of  the  commissioners  to  supply  the  iron  girders,  &c., 
until  March  following,  owing  to  which  delay  he  suffered  loss  and  damage. 
During  the  execution  of  the  work,  J.  I.  was  instructed  and  directed  by  the 
coaunissioners,  or  their  engineers,  to  perform,  and  did  perform,  certain 
extra  works  not  included  in  his  accepted  tender,  and  not  according  to  the 
plans,  drawings  and  specifications. 

By  his  petition  of  right,  J.  I.  claimed  $3,795.76  damages,  in  consequence 
of  the  delay  on  the  part .  of  the  commissioners  to  provide  the  oast-iron  col- 
umns, &G.,  and  $8,605.10  for  extra  works. 

23J  ■        ■■:■■:■:.■-• 
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The  Crown  demurred,  and  alao  travemnd  the  ullogation  of  negligence 
And  dolay,  and  admitted  extra  work  to  the  amount  of  $h,{)!)6,60,  and  k  t  up 
the  18tb  860.  of  31  Vio.  oh.  13,  which  required  the  certificate  of  the  ICiiginear- 
in-Chief  aH  a  condition  precedent  to  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  for 

work  done  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  

By  38  Vio.  ch.  15,  on  the  Ut  June,  1874,  the  Intercolonial  Railway  wm 
declared  to  be  a  public  work  vested  in  her  Majesty,  and  under  tlu^  control 
and  management  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  all  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  commissioners  were  transferred  to  the  Minister  of  Ihiblio 
Works,  and  sec.  3  of  31  Vic.  ch.  13,  was  repealed,  with  so  much  of  any  other 
part  of  the  said  Act  as  might  be  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  37  Vic.  oh.  15. 
Held,  by  the  Bxohequer  Court  of  Canada  (Foumier  J.)  :  That  the  tender 
and  its  acceptance  by  the  commissioners  constituted  a  valid  contract 
between  the  Crown  and  J.  I.,  and  that  the  delay  and  neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  commissioners  acting  for  the  Crown  to  provide  and  fix  the  cast-iron 
columns,  &e.,  which  were,  by  the  specifications,  to  be  provided  and  fixed  by 
them,  was  a  breach  of  the  said  contract,  and  that  the  Crown  was  liable  for 
the  damages  resulting  from  such  breach. 

2.  That  the  extra  work  claimed  for,  being  for  a  sum  less  than  $10,000, 
the  commissioners  had  power  to  order  the  same  under  the  statute  31  Vic. 
ch.  13  sec.  16,  and  J.  I.  could  recover,  by  petition  of  right,  for  such  part  of 
the  extra  work  claimed  as  he  had  been  directed  to  perform. 

3.  That  the  18th  sec.  of  31  Vio.  ch.  13,  not  having  been  embodied  in  the 
agreement  with  J.  I.,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  payment  of  any  sum 
for  work  executed,  the  Crown  could  not  now  rely  on  that  section  of  the 
statute  for  work  done  and  accepted,  and  received  by  the  Government. 

4.  That  the  efiect  of  37  Vio.  ch.  15,  was  to  abolish  the  office  of  Chief 
Engineer  of  the  Inteicolonial  Railway,  and  for  work  performed  and  received 
on  or  after  the  Ist  June,  1874,  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  obtaining, 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  payment  for  the  same,  the  certificate  of  said 
Chief  Engineer,  in  accordance  with  sec.  18  of  31  Vic.  ch.  13. 

Isbester  v.  The  Queen— vll,  696. 

9.  Execntory  contrMct— Crown,  non>Ilablllty  on-Becovery  of  vnlne  of  work 
done  If  expenditure  nnanthorlaed  by  Parllament-31  Vie.  ch,  IS  sees.  7, 
l-t  and  20.  ., 

By  his  petition  of  right  W.,  a  sculptor,  alleged  that  he  was  employed 
by  the  Dominion  Government  to  prepare  plans,  models,  specifications  and 
designs,  for  the  laying  out,  improvement  and  establishment  of  the  Parlia- 
ment square,  Ottawa ;  that  M  had  done  so,  and  superintended  the  work  and 
construction  of  said  improvements  for  six  months.  He  claimed  $50,000  for 
the  value  of  his  work. 
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31  Vio.  ch.  12  100.7  provide!  thftt,  when  ezooutory  contraoU  are  in 
writing  they  Hhall  have  certain  requiaitea,  auoh  aa  aigning,  aealing  and  conn- 
teraigning,  to  be  binding;  and  by  aeo.  15  providea  that  before  any  expendi- 
ture iH  inourrod  there  ahall  have  been  a  previoua  aanotion  ot  Parliament, 
exctept  for  auoh  repaira  and  alterationa  an  the  public  aervice  demanda  ;  and 
by  aeo.  20  requir^a  that  tendera  ithall  be  invited  for  all  worka,  except  in  oaaea 
of  emergency,  or  where  from  the  nature  of  the  work  it  could  be  more  expe- 
ditioualy  and  economically  executed  by  the  officers  and  serranta  of  the 
department.         '  ,       , 

Held,  by  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Canada,  Rioharda  C.J. — 1.  That  the 
Crown  in  this  Dominion  cannot  bo  held  reaponaible  under  a  petition  of  right 
on  an  executory  contract  entered  into  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
for  the  performance  of  certain  worka  placed  by  law  under  the  control  of  the 
department,  when  the  agreement  therefor  was  not  made  in  conformity  with 
the  above  7th  section  of  31  Vic.  oh.  12.  ,, 

2.  That  under  aec.  15  of  said  Act,  if  Parliament  has  not  sanctioned  the 
expenditure,  a  petition  of  right  will  not  lie  for  work  done  for  and  at  the 
request  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  unlesa  it  be  for  work  done  in 
connection  with  repairs  and  alterations  which  the  necessities  of  the  public 
service  demanded. 

3.  That  in  this  case,  if  Parliament  has  made  appropriations  for  these 
worka  and  so  sanctioned  the  expenditure,  and  if  the  work  done  was  of  the  kind 
that  might  properly  be  executed  by  the  officers  and  servants  of  the  depart- 
ment under  seo.  20  ot  said  Act,  then  no  written  contract  would  be  necessary 
to  bind  the  department,  and  suppliar.t  should  recover  for  work  so  done. 

Wood  V.  Tbe  Queen.-Yli.  684. 

iO.  Crown— Non<llablliijr  of,  for  nerllKence  of  Its  scrvaBtH— Not  m  common 
carrier— Payment  of  Statutory  D  les. 

Held,  1st.  That  a  petition  of  right  does  not  lie  to  recover  compensation 
from  the  Crown  for  damage  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  its  servants  to 
the  property  of  an  individual  using  a  public  work.  <      ^  ...>,.*... 

2nd.  That  an  express  or  implied  contract  is  not  created  with  the  Crown 
because  an  individual  pays  tolls  imposed  by  statute  for  the  use  of  a  public 
work,  such  as  slide  dues  for  passing  his  logs  through  government  slides. 

3rd.  That  in  such  a  case  Her  Majesty  cannot  be  held  liable  as  a  oommon 

•  .  <    1. 

carrier.  -  ,  - ' 

'  The  Qaeon  T.  Mcfarlane.— Til,  216. 

il<  Kon«ltablltty  of  Crown  for  non<reasance  or  mtM-fcanance  of  Its  ■ervants— 
Pnblle  work— Pnblle  police— Crown  not  a  common  carrier. 

McL.,  the  suppliant,  purchased,  in  1880,  a  first-class  railway  passenger 
ticket  to  travel  from  Charlottetown  to  Souris  on  the  Prince  Edward  Island 
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railway,  owned  by  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  operated  under  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals,  and  while  on  said  journey  sus- 
tained serious  injuries,  the  result  of  an  accident  to  the  train.        ' 

By  petition  of  right  the  suppliant  alleged  that  the  railway  was  negligently 
and  unskilfully  conducted,  managed  and  maintained  by  her  Majesty ;  that 
her  Majesty,  disregarding  her  duty  in  that  behalf  and  her  promise,  did  not 
carry  safely  and  securely  suppliant  on  said  railway  and  that  he  was  greatly 
and  permanently  injured  in  body  and  health,  and  claimed  $50,000. 

The  Attorney  General  pleaded  that  her  Majesty  was  not  bound  to  carry 
safely  and  securely,  and  was  not  answerable  by  petition  of  right  for  the 
negligence  of  her  servants. 

The  learned  judge  at  the  trial  found  that  the  road  was  in  a  lOst  unsafe 
state  from  the  rottenness  of  the  ties,  and  that  the  safety  of  lite  had  been 
recklessly  jeopardized  by  running  trains  over  it  with  passengers,  and  that 
there  had  been  a  breach  of  a  contract  to  carry  the  suppliant  safely  ^d 
securely,  and  awarded  $36,000.  * 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Fournier  and  Henry 

JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  establishment  of  government  railways  in  Canada,  of 

which  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals  has  the  management,  direction 

and  control,  under  statutory  provisions,  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the 

public,  is  a  branch  of  the  public  police  created  by  statute  for  purposes  of 

public  convenience,  and  not  entered  upon  or  to  be  treated  as  a  private  and 

mercantile  speculation,  and  that  a  petition  of  right  does  not  lie  against  the 

Crown  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  non-feasance  or  mis-feasance,  wrongs, 

negligences,  or  omissions  of  duty  of  the   subordinate  officers  or  agents 

employed  in  the  public  service  on  said  railways.    That  the  Crown  is  not 

liable  as  a  common  cai'rier  for  the  safety  and  security  of  passengers  using 

said  railways. 

The  Queen  t.  McLeod.-viii.  1. 

12.  Contract— Nwn>llablllty  of  the  Crown  on   Parliamentary  Printing  Con- 
tract. 

H.,  in  his  capacity  of  "  clerk  of  the  Joint  Committee  of  both  Houses  on 

Printing,"  advertized  for  tenders  for  the  printing,  furnishing  the  printing 

paper  and  the  binding  required  for  the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion  of 

Canada.    The  tender  of  the  suppliants  was  accepted  by  the  Joint  Committee 

and  by  both  Houses  of  Parliament  by  adoption  of  the  committee's  report, 

and  a  contract  was  executed  between  the  suppliants  and  H.  in  his  said 

capacity.    The  suppliants,  by  their  petition,  contended  that  the  tende-  and 

ccceptance  constituted  a  contract  between  them  and  her  Majesty,  and  hat 

they  were  entitled  to  do  the  whole  of  the  printing  required  for  the  Parlia- 
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ment  of  Canada,  but  had  not  been  given  the  same,  and  they  claimed  com- 
pensation by  way  of  damages. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Henry  J.  in  the  Exchequer  Court,  that 
the  Parliamentary  Printing  was  a  matter  connected  with  the  internal 
economy  of  the  Senate,  and  House  of  Commons  over  which  the  Executive 

'     Govornraent  had  no  control ;  and  that  the  Crown  was  no  party  to  the  con- 
tract with  the  suppliants  And  could  not  be  held  responsible  for  a  breach  of 

it. 

, .        .  th'i  Queen  v.  Maclean.— Till,  atO. 

13.  nciMirtinental  Printing  Contract— Hutnallty—Iilablllty  of  the  Crown. 

Under  32  &  33  Vic.  ch.  7,  which  provides  that  the  printing,  binding  and 
i     other  like  work  requirevl  for  the  several  departments  of  the  government 
'].   shall  be  done  and  furnished  under  contracts  to  be  entered  into  under 
'<  authority  of  the  Governor  in  Council  after  advertisement  for  tenders,  the 
r  Under  Secretary  of  State  advertized  for  tenders  for  the  printing  "  required 
.•;    by  the  several  departments  of  the  government."    The  suppliants  tendered 
for  such  printing,  the  specifications  annexed  to  the  tender,  which  were  sup- 
plied by  the  government,  containing  various  provisions  as  to  the  manner  of 
performing  the  work  and  giving  of  security.    The  tenders  were  accepted  by 
•I  the  Governor  in  Council,  and  an  indenture  was  executed  between  the  sup- 
;  pliants  and  her  Majesty,  by  which  the  suppliants  agreed  to  perform  and 
execute,  Ac,  "all  jobs  or  lots  of  printing  for  the  several  departments  of  the 
Government  of  Canada,  of  reports,  <fec.,  of  every  description  and  kind  soever 
coming  within  the  denomination  of  Department  printing,  and  all  the  work  and 
services  connected  therewith  and  appertaining  thereto,  as  set  for%  in  the 
said  specification  hereunto  annexed,  in  such  niuubers  and  quantities  as  may 
'I,  be  specified  in  the  several  requisitions  which  may  be  made  upon  them  for 
that  purpose  from  time  to  time  by  and  on  behalf  of  said  several  respective 
y€  departments."    Part  of  the  Departmental  printing  having  been  given  to 
I*  others,  the  suppliants,  by  their  petition,  claimed  compensation    by  way 
2  of  damages,  contending  that    they  were  entitled  to  the  whole  of   said 
:-  printing. 

^         Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Henry  J.  in  the  Exchequer  Court,  that 

'  having  regard  to  the  whole  scope  and  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  statute, 

'  the  a<ivertisement,  the  tender,  the  acceptance  and  the  contract,  there  was 

a  clear  intention  shown  that  the  contractors  should  have  all  the  printing  that 

should  be  required  by  the  several  departments  of  the  government,  and  that 

the  contract  was  not  a  unilateral  contract  but  a  binding  mutual  agreement. 

(Tasohereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting.) 

The  Qr  een  v.  Maclean.-Tiil,  210, 
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14.  Contract— Ctovernment  contract— Clanse  In— CoUMtractlon  of— AsMignment 
Effect  of- DamavcH. 

On  the  2nd  August,  1878,  U.  C.  &  F.  entered  into  a  contract  with  her 
Majesty  to  do  the  excavation,  &o  ,  of  the  Georgian  Bay  branch  of  the  Cana- 
dian Pacific  Railway.  Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  contract  and  after  the 
commencement  of  the  work,  H.  C.  &  F.  associated  with  themselves  several 
partners  in  the  worlc,  amongst  others  S.  &  R.  (respondents),  and  on  30th 
June,  1879,  the  whole  contract  was  assigned  to  S.  &  R.  Subsequently,  on  the 
25th  July,  1879,  the  contract  with  H.  C.  &  F.  was  cancelled  by  Order  in 
Council,  on  the  ground  that  satisfactory  progress  had  not  been  made  with  the 
work  as  required  by  the  contract.  On  the  5th  August,  1879,  S.  &  R.  notified 
the  Minister  of  Railways  of  the  transfer  made  to  them  of  the  contract.  On 
the  9th  August,  the  Order  in  Council  of  July  25th  was  sent  to  H.  0.  «!k  F.  On 
the  11th  August,  1879,  an  Order  in  Council  was  passed  stating  that  as  the 
Government  had  never  assented  to  the  transfer  and  assignment  of  the  con- 
tract to  S.  &  R.,  the  contractors  should  be  notified  that  the  contract  was 
taken  out  of  their  hands  and  annulled.  In  consequence  of  this  notification 
S.  &  R.,  who  were  carrying  on  the  works,  ceased  work,  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  realized  their  plant  and  presented  a  claim 
for  damages,  and  finally  H.  C.  &  F.  and  S.  &  R.  fUed  a  petition  of  right  claim- 
ing $250,000  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

The  statement  in  defence  set  up  inter  alia,  the  17th  clause  of  the  con- 
tract which  provided  against  the  contractors  assigning  the  contract,  and  in 
case  of  assignment  without  her  Majei'ty's  consent,  enabled  her  Majesty  to 
take  the  works  out  of  the  contractors'  hands,  and  employ  such  means  as  she 
might  see  fit  to  complete  the  same ;  and  in  such  case  the  contractors  should 
have  no  claim  for  any  further  payment  in  respect  of  the  works  performed, 
but  remain  liable  for  loss  by  reason  of  non- completion  by  the  contractor. 

At  the  trial  there  was  evidence  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  knew 
that  S.  &  R.  were  partners,  and  that  he  was  satisfied  that  they  were  con- 
nected with  the  concern.  There  was  also  evidence  that  the  department 
knew  S,  &  R.  were  carrying  on  the  works,  and  that  S.  &  R.  had  been  mformed 
by  the  Deputy  Minister  of  the  department  that  all  that  was  necessary  to  be 
officially  recognized  as  contractors  was  to  send  a  letter  to  the  government 
from  H.  C.  &  F. 

In  the  Exchequer  Henry  J.  awarded  the  suppliants  $171,040.77  damages. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  it  was  Held,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  Henry  J.,  Fournier  and  Henry  .JJ.  dissenting,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  a  binding  assent  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  to  an  assignment 
of  the  contract  to  S.  &  R.,  who,  therefore,  were  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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2.  That  11.  C.  &  F.,  the  original  contractors,  by  assigning  their  contract 
put  it  in  the  power  of  the  government  to  rescind  the  contract  absolutely,  which 
was  done  by  tho  Order  in  Council  of  the  14th  August,  1871,  and  the  con- 
tractors under  the  17th  clause  could  not  recover  either  for  the  value  of  work 
actually  done,  the  loss  of  prospective  damages,  or  the  reduced  value  of  the 

plant. 

Qneen  v.  Smith.— x,  1. 

15>  Agreement  with  dtovernment  of  Canada  for  continnons  possession  of  rail- 
road— Constmctlon  of— Breach  of,  by  Crown  In  assertion  of  supposed 
rights— namaK^M— Joint  mlsfeasor— Judgment  obtained  affalnst— Effect  of. 
In  reduction  of  damages— Pleading:— 37  Vic.  ch.  16. 

By  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis 
Railway  Company  and  the  Government,  approved  and  ratified  by  the  Gov- 
ernor in  Coimcil,  22nd  September,  1871,  the  Windsor  Branch  Railway,  N.  S., 
together  with  certain  running  powers  over  the  trunk  line  of  the  Intercolonial, 
was  leased  to  the  suppliants  for  the  period  of  21  years  from  Ist  January, 
1872.  The  suppliants  under  said  agreement  went  into  possession  of  said 
Windsor  Branch  and  operated  the  same  thereunder  up  to  the  1st  August, 
1877,  on  which  date  C.  J.  B.,  being  and  acting  as  Superintendent  of  Railways, 
as  authorized  by  the  Government  (who  claimed  to  have  authority  under  an 
Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  37  Vic.  ch.  16,  passed  with  reference  to  the 
Windsor  Branch,  to  transfer  the  same  to  the  Western  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany otherwise  than  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Rail- 
way Company)  ejected  suppliants  from  and  prevented  them  from  using  said 
Windsor  Branch  and  from  passing  over  the  said  trunk  line ;  and  four  or  five 
weeks  afterwards  said  Government  gave  over  the  possession  of  said  Windsor 
Branch  to  the  Western  Counties  Railway  Company,  who  took  and  retained 
possession  thereof. 

In  a  suit  brought  by  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Company 
against  the  Western  Counties  Railway  Company  for  recovery  of  possession, 
&c.,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  held  that  37  Vic.  ch.  16  did 
'•  not  extinguish  the  right  and  interest  which  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis 
Railway  Company  had  in  the  Windsor  Branch  under  the  agreement  of  22nd 
September,  1872. 

On  a  petition  of  right  being  filed  by  suppliants,  claiming  indemnity  for 
'  the  damage  sustained  by  the  bre8,ch  and  failure  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  to 
perform  the  said  agreement  of  22nd  September,  1871,  the  Exchequer  Court 
of  Canada  (Gwynne  J.  presiding)  held  that  the  taking  possession  of  the 
road  by  an  officer  of  the  Crown  under  the  assumed  authority  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament  was  a  tortious  act  for  which  a  petition  oi  right  did  not  lie. 


362 

Petition  of  Right— Continuod. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Strong  and  Gwynne 
JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  Crown  by  the  answer  of  the  Attorney  General  did  not 
set  up  any  tortious  act  for  which  the  Crown  claimed  not  to  be  liable,  but 
alleged  that  it  had  a  right  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract  and  did  so,  and  that 
the  action  of  the  Crown  and  its  officers  being  lawful  and  not  tortious,  they 
were  justified.  But,  as  the.agreement  was  still  a  continuous,  valid  and  bind- 
ing agreement  to  which  they  had  no  right  to  put  an  end,  this  defence  failed. 
Therefore  the  Crown,  by  its  officers,  having  acted  on  a  misconception  of 
or  misinformation  as  to  the  rights  of  the  '^-cwn,  and  wrongfully,  because 
contrary  to  the  express  and  implied  stipulations  of  their  agreement,  but  not 
tortiously  in  law,  evicted  the  suppliants,  and  so,  though  unconcious  of  the 
wrong,  by  such  breach  become  possessed  of  the  suppliants'  property,  the 
petition  of  right  would  lie  for  the  restitution  of  such  property  and  for  damages. 
Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  of  right,  the  suppliants  sued  the 
Western  Counties  Railway  Company  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of 
the  Win'Isor  Branch,  and  also  by  way  of  damages  for  monies  received  by 
the  Western  Counties  Railway  Company  for  the  freight  or  passengers  on 
said  railway  since  the  same  came  into  their  possession,  and  obtained  judg- 
ment for  the  same,  but  were  not  paid.  The  judgment 'in  question  was  not 
pleaded  by  the  Crown,  but  was  proved  on  the  hearing  by  the  record  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  to  which  court  an  appeal  in  said  cause  had  been 
taken,  and  which  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 
Scotia. 

Held,  per  rtitchie  C.  J.  and  Taschereau  J.,  that  the  suppliants  could 
not  recover  against  the  Crown,  as  damages,  for  breach  of  oontraot,  what  they 
claimed  and  had  judgment  for  as  damages  for  &  tort  committed  by  the  West- 
ern Counties  Railway  Company,  and  in  this  case  there  was  no  necessity  to 
plead  the  judgment. 

Per  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ,,  that  the  suppliants  were  entitled  to  dam- 
ages for  the  time  they  were  by  the  action  of  the  Government  deprived  of 
the  possession  and  use  of  the  road  to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  their  petition 
of  right. 

[In  this  case  an  appeal  and  cross-appeal  are  now  (1st  May,  1886)  pending 
before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council.] 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Co.  v.  Tbe  <laeon  and  tlie  Western  Coun- 
ties Railway  Co.-x,  334. 

16.  Petition  of  right— Condition  precedent— PIeadlnK--Contract— 31  Vic.  eh. 
ISaec.  18D. 

The  suppliants  by  their  petition  of  right  alleged  that  they  were  contrac- 
tors for  the  building  of  section  No.  4  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  duly 


868 

Petition  of  Right— Continued. 

^  ^.  entered  upon  and  completed   their  contract,  whicli  contract  they  alleged 

' }  was  under  the  Act  entitled   "An  Act  respecting  the  construction  of  the 
,i)  Intercolonial  Railway,  within  the  time,  and  according  to  the  teims,  coven- 

4  ants  and  conditions  sot  forth  in  said  contract.  That  in  following  the  direc- 
tions and  instructions  of  the  commissioners  and  the  engineers  employed 
and  placed  in  charge  of  the  said  works,  which  directions  and  instructions 
were  given  from  time  to  time  as  provided  by  the  contract,  and  the  said  sup- 
pliants were  bound  to    follow,  and  did  follow,  they    performed  a    large 

*i  amount  of  extra  work  not  comprised  in  said  contract,  nor  in  the  data  fur- 
nished to  them  at  the  time  the  said  contract  was  entered  into,  nor  in  the 
schedules  and  specifications  referred  to  in  said  contract  and  connected 
therewith,  and  not  intended  to  be  covered  by  the  lump  sum,  which  formed  the 
consideration  money  of  said  contract.  That  they  were  put  to  great  expense 
by  delays  in  preparations  by  the  commissioners  and  engineers,  and  to  great 
loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  changes  and  alterations  neceesitated  by  the 
unskilful  manner  in  which  the  works  had  been  laid  out  by  the  engineers. 
•'')^  That  the  suppliants  were  deceived  and  misled  in  making  their  estimates 
by  insufficient  and  erroneous  data  in  the  schedule  of  works  and  quantities 
prepared  and  published  by  the  chief  engineer.  That  it  had  not  been  the 
usage,  nor  was  it  the  intention  of  the' parties,  to  be  held  to  the  strict  letter 
of  the  contract  when  the  schedule  gave  erroneous  or  insufficient  information, 
entailing  extra  work  which  could  be  performed  only  with  ruinous  conse- 

^  quences,  but  they  were  entitled  to  be  paid  for  such  extra  work.  The  sup- 
pliants set  out  at  length  the  vai'ious  kinds  of  extra  work  done  and  changes 
made,  and  }<rayed  for  a  settlement  of  accounts,  that  they  might  be  allowed 
their  claim  for  the  extra  work  done,  for  the  materials  provided  by  them,  for 
damages  resulting  from  defects  of  plans,  specifications  and  surveys,  from 
changes  made  in  location,  grade,  «&c,,  from  the  negligence  and  want  of  skill  of 

V  the  government  engineers,  and  for  breach  of  the  contract  in  being  prevented 

1'  from  proceeding  with  the  work,  and  that  they  might  be  reimbursed  sums  of 

:    money  advanced  during  the  progress  of  the  work  with  interest . 

The  Attorney  General  demurred  on  the  following  grounds :     That  it  did 
not  appear  by  the  petition  that  the  chief  engineer  of  the  I.  C.  By.  had  ceiti- 

'  fied  that  the  work  for  or  on  account  of  which  the  suppliants  claimed  had 
been  duly  executed,  or  that  the  suppliants  were  entitled  to  be  paid  therefor 

■  or  for  aay  part  thereof,  nor  that  such  certificate  bad  been  approved  of  by 
the  commissioners  of  said  railway,  as  required  by  sec.  18  of  the  Act  of  the 
Parliament  of  Canada,  entitled  "Au  Act  respecting  the  construction  of  the 
I.  C.  Ry.,"  passed  in  the  31  st  year  of  B.  M.  reign;  that  H.  M.  was  not 
responsible  in  a  petition  of  right  for  the  damages  and  injuries  mentioned; 
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that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  commissioners  or 
their  engineers  were  under  any  obligation  to  lay  out  work  or  furnish  specifi 
cations  therefor ;  that  it  appeared  by  the  petition  that  the  extra  work 
claimed  for  was  done  in  pursuance  of  directions  given  by  the  engineers  as 
provided  by  the  contract,  and  it  was  not  alleged  any  extra  payment  was  to 
be  made  therefor ;  that  it  was  immaterial  that  the  schedules  of  works  were 
defective  or  erroneous,  because  such  schedules  were  not  alleged  to  have 
been  warranted  as  accurate,  but  only  of  probable  quantities.  And  the 
demurrer  denied  liability  for  any  of  the  other  matters  mentioned  in  the 
petition,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  provided  for  them,  or  that  the 
work,  if  done,  was  not  in  any  way  warranted  by  H.  M.,  or  had  been  done 
under  the  directions  of  the  engineers  acting  within  the  contract. 

In  the  Exchequer  Court  Henry  J.  over- ruled  the  demurrer  with  costs. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  by  the  Attorney  General, 
lU'l(T,that  the  suppliants'  petition  was  too  indefinite  in  form  and  was  insuffi- 
cient in  not  setting  out  the  contract,  and  a  compliance  with  the  require- 
ment of  sec.  18  of  31  Vic.  ch.  13  (Can.),  or  satisfactory  ground  of  non-com- 
pi  "Ance  with  the  condition  precedent  required  by  that  section. 

Appeal  allowed.  Judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Court  reversed,  with 
leave  to  the  suppliant  (the  Crown  assenting)  to  amend  his  petition,  on  pay- 
ment of  costs  of  appeal  and  demurrer,  by  setting  out  the  contract  and  such 

averments  as  he  might  be  advised. 

The  (laeen  v.  Smitta.-20th  Nov.  1819. 

17«  Breach  of  notarial  contract— Representations. 

On  the  14th  of  July,  1875,  the  Government  of  Canada,  through  one  Louis 
Morin,  advertised  for  tenders  for  the  removal  of  steel  rails  from  the  harbor 
of  Montreal  to  the  rock  cut  at  Lachine.  The  suppliant  tendered  for  the 
contract  according  to  the  advertisement,  and  suppliant's  tender  being 
accepted,  a  notaricil  deed  of  contract  was  entered  into  and  executed.  The 
contract  provided,  inter  alia,  "  that  the  ?aid  party  of  the  second  part  hereby 
undertakes  to  remove  and  carry,  for  thf  Government  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  all  the  stoel  rails  that  are  actually,  or  that  will  be  landed  from  sea- 
going vessels  on  the  wharves  of  the  harbor  of  Montreal,  during  this  season  of 
navigation,  and  deliver  and  lay  on  the  ground  the  said  steel  rails,  at  the  place 
commonly  called  Bock  Cut,  on  the  Lachine  Canal,  subject  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  hereinafter  mentioned.  By  his  petition  of  right,  the  suppliant 
alleged  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  Crown,  and  that  Morin,  acting  for  the 
Crown,  represented  to  the  suppliant  that  some  30,00()  tons  of  rails  would 
have  to  be  removed,  and  that  under  such  representations  the  suppliant 
entered  into  the  contract.    The  amount  claimed  was  $10,000.       .      ■ 
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Held,  by  the  Exchequer  Court,  Tauchereau  J.,  that  under  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  the  su^ipliant  wos  entitled  to  have  the  removal  of  all  the  rails 
landed  in  Montreal  during  the  season  of  1875,  and  the  (Jovernment,  having 
had  5,000  tons  of  these  rails  removed  by  another  party,  were  answerable  in 
(laniagee  for  the  breach  of  contract.  , 

Held,  also,  that  the  representations  made  by  Morin,  as  agent  of  the 
Crown, as  to  the  jaobable  quantity  to  be  landed,  were  unauthorized,  and  hav- 
ing been  made  previous  to  the  written  contract,  could  not  be  said  to  form 
part  of  said  contract,  --•-'««^ 

Kenny  v.  Tlie  <)aeen.-(18  C.  I.  J.  138.)  6tta  March,  1882. 

18>  V.  N.  €.  cb.  2»i,  31  Vic.  ch.  12— Nllde  and  hooin  duea,  reicnlntlonH  as  to— 
C'iMttel  mortKaKe— Agreement  between  C  own  an«I  mortKagpor  of  lamber, 
effect  of— I. ten. 

This  was  a  petition  of  right,  filed  by  the  appellants,  praying  that  a 
seizure  of  a  quantity  of  logs,  which  was  made  by  the  government  collector 
for  arrears  of  slide  dues,  owed  by  one  S.  for  the  logs  seized  and  other  logs, 
be  removed,  and  that  the  sum  of  $5,267,  which  had  been  paid  by  the  appel- 
lants to  thft  Crown,  under  duress,  be  refunded  to  them. 

S.,  being  indebted  to  the  appellants  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  had  given 
them,  as  collateral  security  for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  two  chattel  mortga- 
ges on  certain  logs  and  timber.  These  mortgages  were  executed,  the  first 
on  18th  December,  1876,  and  the  second  on  llth  May,  1877.  On  15th  May, 
1877,  S.  became  insolvent,  and  in  1878,  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
insolvent  in  the  chattel  mortgages  was  duly  released  to  appellants  by  S's. 
assignee.  In  June,  1877,  S.,  who  had  been  allowed  to  remain  in  possession 
of  the  property,  and  to  attend  to  the  manufacture  and  disposal  of  the  lum- 
ber in  virtue  of  special  provisions  in  the  mortgages,  and  who  owed  also  a 
large  sum  of  money  to  the  government  for  sUde  dues  for  several  years  back, 
in  order  to  repay  this  general  indebtedness  for  dues,  agreed  with  the  gov- 
ernment to  pay  $2  per  1,000  feet  B.  M.,  on  all  lumber  to  be  shipped  by  him 
through  the  canals.  The  dues  fixed  by  the  regulations  of  the  government 
for  each  log  were  4  cents,  equal  to  about  26  cents  per  1,000  leet  B.  M.  The 
appellants  claimed  that  this  arrangement  was  unknown  to,  and  had  never  been 
ratified  by  them. 

In  1878,  when  the  appellants  began  to  ship  the  lumber  in  question  on 
barges,  tbe  collector  of  slide  dues  refused  to  allow  the  barges  to  pass  through 
the  canals  until  the  appellants  paid  the  $2  agreed  upon  between  8.  and  the 
government.  '■        •        v  :    *   '   •     • 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Gwynne  J.  in  the  Exchequer,  who  Held,  1. 
pt  No  weight  could  be  given  to  an  objection  urged  by  petitioners  that  the  Crown 
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can  acquire  title  only  by  reciord,  and  thereforo  no  claim  upon  behalf  of  the  Dom 
inion  Government  could  be  asserted  in  virtue  of  the  agreement  relied  upon 
in  the  answor  of  the  Attorney  General  as  made  with  S.  The  Dominion  Got- 
ornmentmust  under  sec.  7  of  the  Petition  of  Right  Act  of  1876,  be  entitjeil 
to  whatever  benefit  may  accure  therefrom  equally  ae  any  subject  of  the 
Crown,  if  the  proceeding  were  an  action  against  such  subject. 

2.- The  provisions  and  enactments  relating  to  tolls  in  31  Vic.  ch.  12,  (C.) 
are  in  substance  and  effect  the  same  as  the  provisions  in  ch.  28  of  the 
Consol.  Stats,  of  C,  under  which  the  regulations  relating  to  timber  passing 
through  the  slides  were  made,  and  therefore  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  71 
of  31  Vic.  ch.  12,  those  sections  must  be  read  as  having  been  in  force  since 
the  passing  of  ch.  28  of  the  Con.  Stats.,  and  therefore  the  regulations  made 
under  that  statute  are  in  effect  regulations  to  be  construed  as  made  under 
31  Vic.  ch.  12. 

3.  If  S.  were  the  suppliant  asserting  a  claim  against  the  Government 
based  upon  the  seizure  of  the  lumber  which  was  seized  for  the  purpose  of 
realizing  thereout  the  arreai's  of  slide  dues,  to  such  a  claim  the  defence  that 
what  was  done  Vvas  by  the  leave  and  license  of  S.,  and  in  pursuance  of  «n 
agreement  to  that  effect  made  by  him  would  have  been  sufficient.  Thi 
Attorney  General  v.  Contois,  25  Grant  346  referred  to. 

4.  Sitting  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  not  as  a  Court  of  Appeal,  but  in 
an  Ontario  case  to  administer  the  law  of  Ontario,  the  judge  was  bound  by 
the  authority  of  McAuley  v.  Allen,  20  U.  C.  C.  P.  417,  followed  in  Samvel  v. 
Coui<er  28  U.  C.  C.  P.  240,  to  hold  that  the  suppliants,  by  the   indenture  of 

.  the  18th  December,  1876,  by  reason  of  there  being  no  redemise  clause  or  pro- 
viso as  to  gran  tor  retaining  pofsession  until  default  inserted  in  it,  became  * 
entitled  both  to  the  property  and  possession  of  the  property  granted  by  the 
indenture,  and  being  so  entitled  might,  if  they  had  pleased,  at  any  time  have 
exercised  their  right  to  sell  thereui  contained!  But  by  the  terms  of  the 
indenture,  the  suppliants  reserve  the  right  to  dictate  into  what  description 
of  lumber  the  logs  should  be  manufactured,  with  ivhom  alone  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  the  lumber  might  be  entered  into,  and  to  whom  upon  sales  it 
should  bo  consigned,  and  all  this  was  provided  for  being  done  through  the 
intervention  of  S.,  but  for  their  sole  benefit,  H.  covenanting  to  act  only  under 
the  direction  of  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  suppliants.  The  effect  and 
intent  of  the  indenture,  therefore,  was  to  make  sujipliants  principals  and  8. 
their  agent  in  carrying  on  the  business  in  which  he  had  been  engaged  in 
future  for  the  benefit  of  the  suppliants,  and  with  their  property,  until  it 
should  be  sold  or  they  should  be  paid  their  debt.  As  such  agent  S.  must  be 
considered  to  have  had  sufficient  authority  to  bind  the  suppliants  by  his 
agreemeat  with  the  Government. 
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5.  Bill,  whether  H.  was  so  authorized  or  not,  the  Buppliants  adopted, 
ratified  and  contirmed  the  agreement  by  acting  under  it  and  advancing  mon- 
eys to  pay  the  Oovernment,  in  aocordanue  with  its  terms,  after  they  must 
be  held  to  have  had  full  knowlege  of  the  nature  and  efToct  of  it. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  tlie  judg- 
ment of  Qwynne  J.,  that  S.  had  no  authority,  express  or  implied,  from  the 
bank,  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgages,  by  any  agreement  with  the 
Crown,  to  pledge  the  property  covered  by  the  mortgages  for  the  payment  of 
any  arrears  of  Crown  dues,  or  to  impose  on  such  property  any  lien,  charge 
or  burthen  other  tbau  the  law  had  attached  to  it  for  the  slidage  and  boom- 
age  of  that  Hpecitic  property. 

That  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  bank  had  any  knowledge  of  any 
general  lien  or  oharge  on  that  property,  or  of  any  arrears  other  than  on  the 
the  lumber  mentioned  in  the  mortgages,  or  of  any  claim  by  the  Crowu  other 
than  for  the  slidage  and  boomage  on  the  logs  in  dispute. 

That  if  the  bank  did  know  there  wore  arrears  for  slide  or  boom  dues  on 
logs  previously  brought  down  and  manufactured  into  lumber,  such  know- 
ledge would  not  create  a  charge  or  attach  a  lien  for  such  dues  on  other 
'     lumber  than  that  tor  the  slidage  and  boomage  of  which  they  became  due. 
';  That  if  S.  did  propose  by  any  arrangement  with  the  Crown  to  give  the 

Crown  a  charge  or  lien  for  arrears  due  for  other  lumber,  there  was  no  evi- 
t  dence  of  any  adoption,  ratification  or  confirmation  of  any  such  arrangement 
■^    by  the  bank. 

That  there  was  nothing  in  the  law  or  regulations  giving  the  Crown  any 

.,     general  lien  for  arrears,  or  for  any  general  balance  which  the  owner  of  logs 

y.';    may  owe  the  government,  or  any  lien  except  on  the  specific  lumber  for  the 

'"    amount  due  for  its  passage  or  boomage,  viz.,  4c.  per  log,  equal  to  26c.  per 

1,000  ft.  B.M. 

That  the  transaction  was  in  no  sense  that  of  principal  and  agent,  but  of 

■  '    debtor  and  creditor,  in  which  the  debtor  by  mortgage  by  way  of  collateral 

-;1    security  transferred  property  to  his  creditor  and  agreed  to  retain  possession 

^'■j    and  BO  deal  with  it  that  its  value  should  be  realized  in  such  a  manner  as  to 

secure  to  t)  e  creditor  the  proceeds  in  payment  of  his  debt,  the  surplus,  if 

any,  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor.     Having  transferred  the  pro- 

?     perty  by  way  of  mortgage,  S.  was  in  no  position  to  give  by  agreement  or 

otherwise  Jt  charge  to  take  precedence  of  such  mortgage. 

Per  Foumier  J. — Without  giving  any  decided  opinion  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  regulations  by  virtue  of  sec.  71  of  31  Vic.  ch.  12,  such  regulations  might 
be  looked  at  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  dues  which  could  be  claimed  under 
them,  because    the  appellants  could  not    at    the  same  time  admit   and 
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deny  tho  valwlity  of  such  regulntious.  A<liuitting  tliey  wero  invalid,  the 
logs  in  question  having  passed,  through  tho  government  Hli<le8,  thnre  would 
still  be  due  to  the  governinfnt  the  value  of  the  services  rendered,  and  by 
tendering  $1,50()  the  suppliantn  admitted  tiiat  something  was  Justly  due  to 
the  government,  it'  not  legally  due  in  virtue  of  the  regulations. 

Appeal  allowed  with  oosts,  Strong  and  Tasohoroau  JJ.  disHonting. 

Tbe  MerchantH*  Bank  of  Canada  v.  The  Queen,- a'ind  June,  mi. 

19.  Tm  Petition  of  Eight,  interest  on  profits  refused. 

See  INTEREST  6. 

20.  Prwvlnrlnl   debt,  liability  of  Dominion  lor— 4»r«l«<r  in   <'OHncil— Arcunnt 
Ntate«l— t'ouMlderation— Rlirtat  to  |»etitlon. 

Prior  to  Confederation,  one  T.  was  cutting  timber  under  lioense  from  the 
old  Province  of  Canada  on  territory  in  dispute  between  that  province  and 
tha  Province  of  New  Brunswick.  In  order  to  utilize  the  timber  so  out  he 
had  to  send  it  down  the  St.  John  River,  and  it  was  seizetl  by  the  authorities 
of  New  Brunswick  and  only  released  upon  payment  of  fines.  This  continued 
for  two  or  three  years  until  T.  was  obliged  to  abandon  the  business. 

As  a  result  of  negotiations  between  the  two  provinces,  the  boundary  line 
was  fmally  fixed,  and  a  commission  was  appointed  to  determine  the  state  of 
accounts  between  them  in  respect  to  the  disputed  territory.  One  member 
of  the  commission  only  reported  New  Brunswick  to  be  indebted  to  Canada 
in  the  sum  of  $20,000  and  upward*,  and  in  1871  these  figures  were  verified 
by  the  Dominion  auditor. 

Both  before  and  after  confederation  T.  frequently  urged  the  Government 
( {  Caneda  to  collect  this  amount,  and  indemnify  the  licensees  who  had  suf- 
fered owing  to  the  said  dispute  ;  and  finally,  by  an  Order  in  Council  of  the 
Dominion  Qoveroment  (to  whom  it  was  claimed  the  debt  was  transferred  by 
the  B.  N.  A.  Act)  it  was  declared  that  a  certain  amount  was  due  to  T.  which 
would  be  paid  on  his  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  Governments  of  Ontario 
and  Quebec.  Such  consent  was  obtained,  and  payments  were  made  by  the 
Dominion  Government  to  T.  and  to  the  suppliant  to  whom  the  claim  was 
assigned,  and  the  suppliant  proceeded  by  petition  of  right  to  recover  the 
balance ;  the  government  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  claim  was  not 
founded  upon  a  contract  and  that  <he  petition  would  not  lie. 

Judge  Fournier  in  the  Exchequer  Court  over-ruled  the  demurrer,  and 
on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Fournier  J.,  Fournier  and  Henry  J  J,  dissenting,  that  there  being  no  previous 
indebtedness  from  New  Brunswick,  Canada  or  the  Dominion  to  T.  shown, 
the  Order  in  Council  did  not  create  a  debt,  and  petition  would  not  lie. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

The  Queen  t.  Dunn.  22  C.  L.  J,  II.— 16th  NoremLtir,  1885. 
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21«  Aa««iMin«nt  for  Nld0W»lk«— NotfltMblllty  of  Oown. 

Tbo  auppliants  by  their  petition  of  ri^^htnet  out:  — 

"  Tliat  there  is  due  to  the  Haid  oorpnrution,  by  the  Oovornment  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  the  sum  of  one  thousand  iivo  hundred  and  eighty  dol- 
lars and  fifty  cents  for  divers  works  done,  matnrialH  furnished,  and  money 
disbursed,  for  sidewalks  (trottoirs)  in  front  of  the  diderent  immoveable 
properties  belonging  to  the  said  gnvernmer'  in  the  said  City  of  Quebec,  and 
other  works,  as  detailed  in  the  bill  of  particulars  hereunto  annexed." 

"  Wherefore  your  suppliant  humbly  prays  that  it  may  be  ordered  and 
adjudged  by  the  said  court,  that  hor  Majesty  the  Queen,  and  the  said  gov- 
ernment of  the  Dominion  are  indebted  unto  the  said  corporation  of  the  City 
of  Quebec  in  the  said  sum  of  one  thousand  five  hundred  and  eighty  dollars 
and  fifty  cents,  and  that  an  order  and  Judgment  to  the  ef}'ect  thereof  h6 
given  for  the  payment  of  the  said  sum." 

The  statement  in  defence  was  as  follows :  — 

"  Her  Miyesty's  Attorney  General  admits  that  the  suppliants  performed 
certain  works,  furnished  materials  and  expended  money  for  sidewalks  in 
front  of  the  diflerent  immoveablo  properties  belonging  to  tho  Government 
of  Canada,  in  the  City  of  Quebec,  and  for  other  works,  as  alleged  in  the  sup- 
pliants' petition  of  right." 

"  Her  Majesty's  Attorney  General  alleges,  as  the  fact  is,  that  the  said 
works  performed,  materials  furnished  and  money  expended  in  the  said  peti- 
tion mentioned  were  not  so  done,  furnished  and  expended  by  the  suppliants 
at  the  request  of  her  Mtyesty,  but  were  so  done,  furnished  and  expended  by 
the  suppliants  in  pursuance  of  and  by  virtue  of  certain  powers  vested  in 
them  by  the  Act  of  the  Province  of  Canada,  passed  in  the  29th  year  of  her 
Majesty's  reign,  chaptered  57,  intituled  an  '  Act  to  amend  and  consolidate 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  Acts  and  ordinances  relating  to  the  incor- 
poration of,  and  the  supply  of  water  to,  the  City  of  Quebec,'  and  the  several 
Acts  in  amendment  thereof,  and  for  which  the  suppliants  might  make 
assessments  as  therein  provided ;  and  that  the  suppliants  claim  is  for  the 
recovery  of  the  taxes  so  assessed  xipon  the  said  lands  and  immoveable  pro- 
perties of  her  Majesty  in  the  City  of  Quebec ;  but  the  said  attorney  general 
submits  that  the  said  lands  and  immoveable  properties  are  not  liable  to 
taxation,  and  that  no  action  lies  against  her  Majesty  for  the  recovery  of 
taxes ;  and  her  Majesty's  Attorney  General  claims  the  same  benefit  from 
tkis  objection  as  if  he  had  demurred  to  the  said  petition." 

Issue  wan  joined  on  these  pleadings ;  and  the  case  was  argued  before  the 
Exchequer  Court,  Foumier  J.  presiding,  on  the  facts  set  out,  without  any 
evidence  being  taken, 
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Hcldt  that  the  Crown  wu  not  liable,  and  that  the  petition  miut  be  di«> 
missed  with  costs. 

The  Corporation  of  the  Clt7  of  Qteoec  t.  The  Qaeen.-Sfth  Iprll,  18N. 

Petitory  Action — to   recover  ehareli  property-Dentol  of  qnaUly  fty 
dcfendiint  aned  ■■  tmstce. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  slated  by  the  plaintiff'  in  hia  factum,  aria  that 
by  deed  of  sale  passed  before  notary  public  on  the  23rd  November,  1871, 
and  duly  registered,  the  plaintiff,  John  Morrison,  the  defendant,  and  two 
others  as  trustees  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  of  Coti  St.  George,  in  connec- 
tion wiiL  the  Church  of  Scotland,  became  purchasers  of  the  ground  upon 
which  subsequently  a  church  was  erected. 

When  this  action  was  brought,  the  whole  of  the  trustees,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  were  dead. 

A  union  of  Presbyterian  Churches  in  Canada  took  place  in  June,  1875. 

To  further  this  union  and  remove  any  obstructions  which  might  ante 
out  of  the  trusts  by  which  the  property  of  any  of  the  churches  was  held,  the 
"Union  Act,"  38  AJs.  ch.  72  (1875)  (Q.)  was  passed. 

This  Act,  sec.  2,  provided  "  that  if  any  congregation  in  connection  or 
"  communion  with  any  of  the  said  churches  decide,  at  any  meeting  of  the 
"  said  congregation  regularly  convened,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  said 
"  congregation,  or  the  custom  of  the  church  with  which  it  is  in  oonnection, 
"  and  held  in  the  two  years  after  such  union,  by  the  minority  of  the  votes  of 
"  those  who,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  said  congregation,  or  the  oustomof 
"  the  church  with  which  it  is  in  connection,  are  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
"  meeting,  not  to  form  part  of  the  said  union,  but  on  the  contrary  to  separate 
"  itself  therefrom,  then  and  in  such  case,  the  property,  of  the  said  con- 
<(  gregation  shall  not  be  affected  by  this  Act,  nor  by  any  of  the  provisions 
« thereof." 

Plaintiff  claimed  that  no  meeting  of  the  above  congregation  had  been 
regularly  convened,  or  conducted  according  to  its  rules,  or  the  custom  of  the 
church,  and  that  consequently  the  property  was  afiected  by  the  abore 
statute,  and  should  be  held  and  administered  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
congregation  in  connection  with  the  united  church,  to  wit,  "  The  Presbyterian 
Church  in  Canada." 

Plaintiff  also  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  ceased  to  be  a  trustee,  and, 
acting  with  a  minority  of  the  congregation  who  refused  to  enter  into  the 
united  church,  had  taken  forcible  possession  of  the  church  property  and 
excluded  therefrom  the  plaintiff  and  the  congregation,  for  which  he  wis 
trustee. 

And  plaintiff  as  sole  surviving  and  acting  trustee,  sueing  for  himself  in 
his  said  quality,  and  for  the  congregation,  claimed  the  property  and  that 
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defendant  be  ordere<l  to  quit  and  abandon  the  same,  and  be  declared  not  to 
be  a  trustee  of  said  property. 

Defendant  admitted  that  he  wa?  not  a  trustee,  but,  while  saying  that  he 
had  no  quality  to  defend  the  action,  proceeded  to  allege  that  throe  regular 
oonvened  meotings  had  been  held,  within  the  two  years,  the  effect  of  which 
was  to  take  the  church  and  the  property  out  of  the  union. 

He  also  alleged  that  at  these  regularly  convened  meetings  trustees  were 
legally  appointed  to  replace  those  deceased. 

The  Superior  Coort,  Johnson  J.  presiding,  dismissed  appellant's  action  on 
the  sole  ground  that  because  the  trust  deed  said  nothing  about  survivors, 
but  provided  for  a  succession,  there  could  be  no  action  unless  the  succession 
was  first  filled  up. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  confirmed  this  judgment, 
the  majority  presumably  on  the  ground  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  Mr. 
Justice  Cross  alona  giving  as  his  reason  that  the  meetings  referred  to  were 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  law  to  take  the  property  out  of  the  Union. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  [(pld,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment.of  the  courts  below,  that  the  action  being  a  petitory  action,  and  the 
defen'iant  having  pleaded  and  proved  that  he  was  not  and  had  never  pre- 
tended to  be  in  possession  of  the  immoveable  claimed,  the  plaintiff  must 
fail ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  judgment  declaring  one  not 
a  trustee  who  did  not  pretend  to  be  and  admitted  that  he  was  not  a  trustee. 
Henry  J.  dissenting. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Morrison  r.  McCnaig.   19tb  Jone,  \HH9, 

2.   By  trustees  of  Quebec  North  Shore  turnpike  i*oads  — Ko  title  to  sup- 
port. 

See  ROAD. 

8.   Bight  to  bring,  reserved  to  defendant  in  possessory  action. 
See  POSSESSORY  ACTION. 

Pew-holder  -Blvhts  or,  m  »t.  Andrew's  Ctanreh,  Hontreal-Danuicea. 

J.,  an  elder  and  member  of  the  congregation  Oi  St.  Andrew's  Church, 
Montreal,  had  been  a  pew-holder  in  St.  Andrew's  Church  continuously  from 
1867  to  v^872,  inclusive.  In  18G9  and  1872  he  occupied  pew  No.  68,  and 
received  for  the  rental  of  1872  a  receipt  in  the  -following  words : 

"  66.50  MoMTBKAL,  January  9th,  1872. 

"  Received  from  James  Johnston  the  sum  of  sixty-six  dollars  and  fifty 

cents,  being  rent  of  first-class  pew  No.  68,  in  St  Andrew's  Church,  Beaver 

Hall,  for  the  year  1872. 

«  For  the  Trustees,  J.  Clbmbnts." 
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On  the  7Ui  December,  1872^  the  Tnvteei  notified  J.  that  they  would  not 
let  him  «  pew  for  the  following  year.  J.  thereupon  tendered  thetu  the  ren- 
tal for  the  next  year,  in  adrance.  On  several  oooasions  in  1873,  and  while 
still  an  elder  and  member  of  the  congregation,  he  was  disturbed  in  the  pot* 
session  of  pew  Na  68,  by  the  respondents,  the  pew  hai^ng  been  placarded 
"  For  Strangers,"  strangers  seated  in  it,  his  books  and  cushions  removed,  &c. 
For  these  torts  he  brought  an  action  against  respondents,  claiming  $10,000 
damages. 

Held,  that  J^  being  an  elder  and  member  of  the  congregation  of  St 
Andrew's  Church,  Montreal,  as  such  lessee,  having  tendered  the  rent  in 
advance,  was,  under  the  by-laws,  custom  and  usage,  and  constitution  of  St. 
Andirew's  Church,  'Entitled  to  a  continuance  of  his  lease  of  the  pew  for  the 
year  1873,  and  that  reasonable,  but  not  vindictive,  damages  should  be  allowed, 
viz,  $300.    (The  Chief  Justice  and  Strong  J.  dissenting). 

JoknstOB  T.  tke  Milliter  and  Trastceior  8t.  Andrew's  Clinreh.— I,  W, 
Pl&n — DoBcription  by  reference  to. 
See  BOUNDARY. 
»     EASEHBNTS.    * 

3.  Signed  by  adjoining  proprietors. 

See  BOUNDARY  2. 

4.  Sale  of  lands  according  to — Registi-ation  of  a  different  plan — Accept- 
ance of  conveyance. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  16. 
Pleading — ^Aa«iU«Ma  »le>  ■■>reM«  Court  no  power  to  allow. 

D.  McM.,  the  respondent,  sued  S.  W.  B.  Co.,  the  appellants,  to  recover 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of  the  obstruction  of  the 
river  Miramiohi  by  appellant's  booms.  The  pleas  were  not  gmlty,  and  leare 
and  license.  On  the  trial  counsel  proposed  to  add  a  plea,  that  the  wrong 
complained  of  was  occasioned  by  extraordinary  freshet.  The  counsel  for 
the  respondent  objected  on  the  ground  that  such  plea  might  have  been 
demurred  to.  The  learned  judge  refttsed  the  application,  because  he 
intended  to  admit  the  evidence  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  On  appeal 
coimsel  for  the  appellant  contended  that  the  obstruction  complained  of 
was  justified  under  the  statute  17  Vic  ch.  10,  N.B.,  incorporating  the  South- 
West  Boom  Company. 

Held,  that  the  appellants,  not  having  put  in  a  plea  of  justification  under 
the  statute,  or  applied  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  in  Banco 
for  leave  to  amend  their  pleas,  could  not  rely  on  that  ground  before  this 
court  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  court  below. 

[But  see  now  S.  C.  A.  Act,  188a] 

Tke  8onfh-Weit  Boem  Go.  t.  ¥eMlllM.-lil,  700. 
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2.  Objection  in  Court  of  Appeal,  not  taken  by. 

See  BENEFIT  SOCIETY. 

3.  Fleas — Amendment  of,  in  Sapi-eme  Court. 

See  JURISDICnON  20. 
4^  Assignee — Trader — Insolvent  Act,  1876. 
See  INSOLVENCY  4.  . 

5.  Equitable  Plea  in  action  for  calls. 

See  CORPORATIONS  10. 

6.  Want  of  proper  stamps,  not  a  defence  which  need  be  pleaded. 

See  BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES  2,  0. 

7.  Plea  that  conti>act  made  in  England. 

See  INSOLVENCY  5. 

8.  Insufficiency  of  Petition  of  Bight. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  16. 

9.  In  action  on  oi-der  under  Companies'  Act,  1862  (Imp.) 

See  CORPORATIONS  15. 

10.  In  action  between  adjoining  land  owners. 

See  DAMAGES  20. 

11.  Equitable  plea  in  action  on  Bond. 

See  MORTGAGE  10. 

12.  Jus  tertii — Adding  plea  of  justification  under  writ  of  replevin. 

See  CONTRACT  14. 

13.  Plea  of  tender  and  payment  into  Court— e£fect  of. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  12. 

14.  Motion  to  amend — Insufficiency  of  affidavit— Matter  of  Pi*ocedure — 
Supreme  Coui-t  will  not  inteifere. 

Sm  JURISDICTION  85. 

15.  Dilatory  Exception— Plaintiff  out  of  Province—Art.  120  C.  C.  P.,  sub- 
sec.  7. 

See  DAMAGES  30. 

16.  Appellate  Court  bound  to  give  effect  to  prescription,  though   not 
pleaded. 

^     See  LAND  3. 

"   PRESCRIPTION  12. 

17.  Amendments  of  pleading  to  make  them  conform  to  evidence. 

See  LICENSE  7. 
Pledge— of  moneys. 

5ee  AGREEMENT  7. 
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Police  Regulations. 

See  LEOISLATURE  10. 

Policy. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE,  UFE,  MARINE. 

PoBsesaion—Title  by. 

See  LIMITATIONS  2. 
2.  As  caretaker. 

See  TENANCY  At  WILL. 
8.  As  against  wrong-doers — ^Mixture  of  logs. 

See  REPLEVIN  2. 

4.  By  road  trustees. 

See  ROAD. 

5.  PoMeMloa  nmndalMitly  obtoteiMl  kjr  dereMdaiit-PlitlntUr  not  put  om 
pMor  or  tllle-TikXMle-AHMMmeBt-SberlirB  d««d-Coar«  of  CtaMtemrjr, 
powen  of  In  iMtloa  of  •J«etm«i(->mev.  Stota.  Ont.  cb.  40  mc.  S7  ;  SS  Tic 
cb.8S. 

This  suit  was  oommenoed  on  the  23rd  day  of  Deoember,  1880,  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  for  Ontario,  by  the  respondent,  Nelles,  against  the  appel- 
lants, White  and  O'Neill,  to  recover  possession  of  the  north  100  acres  and 
the  south  30  acres  of  lot  No.  1,  in  the  10th  concession  of  the  township  of 
Colchester. 

The  respondent,  by  his  bill,  set  up  that  he  claimed  title  from  one  John 
Uargreavea,  an  insolvent ;  that  Hargreaves  held  possession  of  the  lands  from 
the  time  of  his  acquiring  the  same,  in  the  year  1876,  down  to  the  month  of 
October,  1880,  when,  as  alleged  in  the  4th  paragraphof  the  bill  of  complaint, 
the  respondent  contended  that  the  said  land  becoming  unoccupied,  the 
appellant,  Solomou  White,  wrongfully  and  without  any  color  of  right,  put 
the  appellant,  James  O'Neil,  into  possession  of  the  lot. 

The  respondent,  by  the  said  bill,  also  alleged  that  the  appellant,  O'Neil, 
'  resided  upon  the  land  and  held  possession  of  it  as  tenant  or  agent  to  the 
appellant  White,  and  that  he  refused  to  deliver  up  possession  to  the 
respondent. 

In  the  5th  paragraph  of  the  said  bill  the  res^^ondent  alleged  that  the 
appellant  White  claimed  to  have  some  interest  in  a  part  of  the  land,  but 
denied  the  appellant  White's  title,  and  alleged  that  if  he  ever  had  any  title 
it  had  been  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Linoitations. 

The  bill  also  alleged  that  the  title  of  Hargreaves  was  founded  upon  a 
sale  of  the  land  for  taxes,  and  that  the  appellant  contended  that  the  sale 
was  invalid  for  the  reasons  alleged  in  the  answer. 

The  respondent,  by  the  said  bill,  set  up  that  all  the  proper  proceedings 
had  been  taken  under  the  statutes  respecting  the  sale  of  lands  for  taxes, 
and  that  the  tax  sale  was  valid.    The  respondent  also  alleged  that  the  pur- 
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chaser  at  the  said  sale,  and  his  assignees  and  Uargreaves,  had  paid  taxes  and 
made  large,  valuable  and  lasting  improvements  upon  the  lands. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  appellants  might  be  restrained  fW)m 
committing  any  acts  of  waste ;  ordered  to  account  for  the  value  of  timber  and 
other  trees  cut  down  and  removed  ;  to  deliver  up  possession  of  the  lands ; 
and  that,  in  the  event  of  the  respondent's  title  being  defective,  the  respondent 
might  be  declared  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the  lands  and  premises  (or  the 
improvements,  taxes  and  interest. 

The  appellants  answered  the  said  bill,  disclaiming  the  title  to  that  part 
oi  the  land  described  as  the  south  30  acres  of  lot  No.  I ;  but  the  appellant 
White  claimed  to  be  entitled  as  owner  in  fee  simple  in  possession  of  the 
north  100  acres  of  the  said  lot.  And  the  appellant  O'Neil  claimed  title  as  his 
tenant.  The  appellants  also  set  up  as  a  defence  that  the  said  alleged  tax 
sale  under  which  the  said  respondent  claimed  title  was  invalid  and  void,  for 
the  reasons  in  the  said  answer  referred  to. 

The  case  was  heard  before  Spragge,  Chancellor  of  Ontario,  on  the  26th 
dayof  April,  1881.     . 

His  Lordship  held  (See  29  Orant,  338,  where  the  fiMts  will  be  found 
more  fully  reported,)  that  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  succeed  on  this 
point,  namely,  that  Hargreaves,  claiming  to  be  entitled  under  the  tax  sale, 
had  in  1872  put  one  Thompson  into  possession  of  the  land ;  that  afterwards, 
in  1878,  he  gave  him  a  lease  for  four  years  from  the  Ist  April,  1878  ;  that  the 
defendant  O'Neil  went  to  Thompson  while  he  was  still  in  possession,  and  by 
fraudulent  representations  had  induced  Thompson  to  leave  the  place,  and 
that  O'Neil  had  entered  under  White,  and  that  upon  the  authority  cf  Dot 
Johnston  V.  Bay  tup,  3  A.  &  D.  188,  the  appellants  were  obliged  to  yield  up 
possession  to  the  respondent  before  asserting  any  title  in  themselves. 

A  decree  was  then  drawn  up  ordering  a  perpetual  ii^'unction  as  against 
the  appellants,  and  ordering  the  appellants  forthwith  to  deliver  up  posses- 
sion of  the  land  to  the  respondent,  and  to  account  for  the  timber  and  other 
trees  cut  upon  the  same. 

The  appellants  then  appealed  tb  the  C!ourt  of  Appeal  of  Ontario,  which 
dismissed  the  said  appeal  with  costs,  but  varied  the  decree  complained  of  by 
declaring  that  the  said  decree  was  to  be  without  prejudice  to  any  proceed- 
ings  which  the  appellant  White  might  be  advised  to  take  to  establish  his 
title  to  the  lands  and  premises  in  question  within  two  months  from  the  date 
thereof,  and  also  declaring  that  in  the  event  of  the  appellant  White  paying 
such  costs,  and  taking  any  proceedings  to  establish  his  title  to  the  lands,  he 
should  have  liberty,  to  bring  any  action  for  that  purpose  within  the  time 
thereinbefore  limited  as  of  the  27th  day  of  April,  1882. 
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()n  app««l  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  oourta  below  should  be  affirmed  on  the  ground  relied  upon  by  the  Chan- 
oellor  (Owynne  J.  dissenting).  The  respondent's  counsel  assenting,  the  tim« 
giren  respondent  White  to  bring  any  action  he  might  be  advised  to  establish 
his  title  was  extended  for  two  months  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court. 

Per  Owynne  J— The  case  should  have  been  disposed  of  upon  the  issue 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  title  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  by  his  bill  rested 
his  case.  Ihe  evidence  offered  by  defendant  in  support  of  the  contention 
that  the  taxes  for  arream  of  which  the  land  was  sold  were  paid  before  the 
sale,  was  wholly  insufficient  to  cast  a  doubt  on  the  validity  of  the  sale  upon 
the  ground  that  it  took  place  when  there  were  no  taxes  in  arrears  to  justiiy 
a  sale.  The  deiiandants  having  failed  to  prove  that  the  taxes  had  been  paid 
before  the  sale,  the  Ont.  Statutes  33  Vic.  oh.  23  removed  all  errors  which 
would  have  enabled  the  true  owner  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  have  avoided 
it  The  plaintiff,  under  the  87th  seo.  of  oh.  40  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Ont,  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  his  favour  for  the  delivery  up  of  posses- 
sion of  the  land  by  the  defendant,  but  there  should  be  no  order  for  ii^unc- 
tion,  nor  any  direction  for  the  taking  of  accounts.  The  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  should  be  changed  into  a  simple  judgment  for  possession,  the 
Ontario  Statute  authorizing  title  to  real  property  to  be  tried  in  a  Court  of 
Chancery  not  contemplating  the  application  of  different  principles  in  trying 
the  title  or  the  pronouncing  a  judgment  of  a  more  extensive  character  than 
would  have  been  applied  and  pronounced  in  a  court  of  common  law. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

White  V.  irelle8.-28rd  Jane*  1884. 

6.  Of  marsh  lands — Accretion. 

See  TRESPASS  10. 

7.  Title  by-LlmlteUoBB-M  Tic.  cb.  16  O. 

This  is  an  action  brought  to  recover  pofsession  of  the  north  half  of  lot 
No.  34,  in  the  ninth  concession  of  the  township  of  North  Dumfries,  in  the 
oounty  of  Waterloo,  m  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  respondent  is  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  claims  title  to  the  land  as  residuary  devisee  under 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  Madeline  Ross  deceased.  The  respondent's 
case  is  that  one  Charles  Ross  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  1864  the  owner 
in  fee  of  the  above  lands.  He  died  intestate  leaving  him  surviving  his  widow 
Madeline  Ross,  but  no  issue.  After  the  death  of  Charles  his  widow  remained 
in  possession  and  occupation,  by  herself,  or  her  tenants,  of  the  whole  premises 
up  to  the  time  of  her  death  on  the  6th  of  October,  1881.  By  an  indenture 
of  lease  dated  the  3rd  day  of  May,  1881,  she  demised  the  premises  to  the 
defendant  Oliver  for  the  period  of  five  yean  to  be  computed  firom  the  first 
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dfty  of  April,  1881,  and  at  the  time  of  her  death  OliTer  was  in  poHseuion  of 
the  premises  as  tenant  under  such  lease. 

The  plaintiff*  had  for  some  years  resided  with  Mrs.  Ross  in  the  house  on 
the  prem  ises,  and  continued  to  reside  there  some  time  after  Mrs.  Ross's 
death.  She  subsequently  left  the  premises,  leaving  the  tenant  Oliver  in 
possession. 

The  defendant  Ross,  pretending  to  be  one  of  the  heirs-at-law  of  the  late 
Charles  Ross,  shortly  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Ross,  procured  through  a  solicitor 
the  defendant  Oliver  to  accept  from  him  a  lease  of  the  premises  for  the  period 
of  one  year,  and  to  attorn  to  him  as  landlord. 

The  respondent  on  the  24th  of  October,  1882,  commenced  this  action 
against  the  defendant  Oliver  (who  was  then  in  possession  of  the  rud  land) 
olaiming  title  thereto  as  residuary  devisee  under  the  last  will  and  testament 
ol  Madeline  Ross,  who  had  acquired  a  title  by  length  of  possession  subse- 
quent to  the  death  of  her  husband  the  said  Charles  Ross.  The  defendant 
Boss,  having  obtained  an  order  allowing  him  to  defend  as  landlord,  was  made 
a  defendant  in  the  action.  In  his  statement  of  defence  he  claimed  title  to 
the  premises  as  one  of  the  heirs  at-law  of  the  late  Charles  Ross,  and  alleged 
an  agreement  made  by  Madeline  Ross  with  the  heirs-at-law  by  which  Made- 
Ime  Ross  had  been  permitted  to  occupy  the  land  by  way  of  an  assignment  of 
dower,  for  her  life,  and  that  she  had  occupied  as  caretaker,  and  by  virtue  of 
such  agreement,  and  that  her  occupation  was  not  adverse  to  hia  title,  or 
that  of  the  other  heirs-at-law. 

At  the  trial  the  Judge  entered  a  verdiot  for  the  defendant.  The  pKvintiff 
then  moved  before  the  full  Court  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  to  set  aude 
this  verdict,  and  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  upon  which  motion, 
after  hearing  argument,  the  Court  unanimously  set  aside  the  verdiot  for  the 
defendants,  and  directed  judgment  to  be  entered  for  ihe  plaintiff. 

From  this  judgment  ihe  appellant  Ross  appealed  vo  the  Court  of  Appeal 
for  Ontario,  which  Court,  after  hearing,  and  at  the  close  of  the  argument, 
unanimously  dismissed  the  appeal  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ments of  the  Courts  below,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  agreement 
between  the  heirs-at-law  of  Charles  Ross  and  his  widow  that  she  should 
occupy  the  land  dturing  her  life  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  nothing  to  show  that 
the  heirs  could  not  have  brought  an  action  and  recovered  the  land  at  any 
time  between  the  death  of  Charles  Ross  and  the  1st  day  of  July,  1877,  when 
their  right  and  title  were  extinguished  or  ceased  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of 
Ontario,  38  Via  ch.  16.    Appeal  dismissed  with  oosts. 

Oliver  T.  Johnstoiu-nh  April,  188e. 
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8.     Tl«lfl>   bjr-PaiinM   to  M««bllHh-lnM»lT«Mt  Act  of  ItTB,  Mm.    flt.  7i- 
Pnimialeai  eonv«y»ae«. 

It  AD  action  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  F.,  a  graatet 

of  8.,  (he  assignee  in  insolvency  of  P.D.,  who  formerly  owned  the  land,ud 

who  some  yeara  before  his  insolvanoy  had  conveyed  the  land  to  his  brothw 

L  D.    8.,  under  the  advice  of  the  inspectors  of  the  estate,  refused  to  take 

proceedings  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  to  L.  D.  as  fraudulent,  and  two  of 

the  creditors,  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  68  of  the  Act,  having  obtaiiud 

leave  from  the  insolvency  judge,  instituted  a  suit  in  the  name  of  S.,  ud 

procured  a  decree  declaring  the  conveyance  to  L  D.  fraudulent,  and,  u 

against  8.,  void.    The  decree  did  not  direct  a  sale  of  the  land,  as  was  prayed. 

The  land  was,  however,  advertised  for  sale,  the  period  of  advertisement 

being  shortened  by  the  judge,  and  was  sold  to  P.     8.,  under  instructioni 

from  the  general  body  of  creditors  at  first  refused  to  convey  to  F.,  but  lub^ 

sequently  convoyed  upon  an  order  being  obtained  trom  the  judge  direotini 

him  to  do  so. 

It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  (12  Ont.  App.  R.  298) 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  C.  P.  Div.,  (9  Ont  R.  89),  that  the  sale  was  not 
one  subject  to  the  control  of  the  general  body  of  creditors,  and  therefore  the 
restrictions  of  sec.  75  of  the  Act  were  inapplicable  and  the  sale  was  valid. 
Further,  that  the  defendant  failed  to  establish  his  cUim  of  title  by  possessioB. 

On  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  should  bo  affirmed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Herbert  t.  DonoTan.-9th  April,  ISM. 

9.   Title  by-n«ntat«  of  Llinltiitloiia-POBMMloii  of  tenant  of  owner  of  IM 
eotote  »m  aaralnHt  renMlnilonnan. 

By  a  deed  to  trustees  in  1837,  two  lots  of  land  were  conveyed  in  truat 
for  E.  A.  for  her  life,  with  the  remainder  as  follows  :_Lot  No.  2  to  0.  A.,  and 
lot  No.  1  to  A.  A.,  to  the  use  of  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  jomt-tenanli 
and  not  as  tenants  in  common.  E.  A.,  the  tenant  for  life,  entered  into  pos- 
session of  lot  No.  2,  and  m  1862  put  her  son,  the  husband  of  the  defendant, 
into  possession  without  exacting  any  rent.  The  son  died  a  few  months  after, 
and  the  defendant,  his  widow,  continued  in  possession  of  the  lot,  and  was  in 
possession  in  1875,  when  the  tenant  for  life  died.  In  1878,  A.  A.,  the  plain- 
tiff, obtained  a  deed  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  two  lots  from  the  executors  of 
the  survivmg  trustee  (G.  A.  having  died  a  number  of  years  before)  and  brought 
an  action  against  the  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  lot  No.  2. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  (7  Ont.  App,  R  592;  2C. 
L.  T.  544,)  that  as  there  was  no  time  prior  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  lifi 
when  either  the  trustees  or  those  entitled  m  remainder  ooald  have  interfered 
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with  tliH  poiieaaion  of  the  lot,  tbe  Statute  of  Limitation!  did  not  begin  to  run 
■gainst  the  remainder-man  until  tho  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  1875,  and 
he  wai  therefore  entitled  to  recover. 

Held,  also,  that  for  the  purposes  of  the  action  it  was  immaterial  whether 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  whole  lot  by  survivorship  on  the  termination 
of  the  joint  tenancy  by  the  death  of  his  brother,  or  only  to  his  portion  of  the 
lot  as  ono  of  his  brother's  heirs. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Adamion  t.  Adamson.-W  C.I.J.  169;  6  CLT.  S4S,  8th  March,  188«. 

Possessory  Action— Eqalvoeal  poeMWslon-Ulslit  or  way. 

In  a  possessory  action  brought  by  P.  against  U.,  the  latter  denied  H.'s 

possession  and  pleaded  inter  cUia  that  he  was  proprietor  and  had  exercised 

a  riglit  ot  way  over  the  lands  in  dispute  for  a  number  of  years.    The  land  in 

dispute  consisted  of  a  roadway  situated  between  the  adjoining  properties  of 

the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
« 

At  the  trial  P.  (the  defendant)  put  in  his  title.  H.  (plaintiff)  proved 
that  he  had  had  possession  for  a  year  by  closing  up  the  roadway  with  a  fence 
and  putting  his  cattle  tliepe,  and  that  at  timea  he  allowed  the  defendant  and 
others  to  use  the  roadway  to  get  to  the  river,  but  that  when  defendant  took 
down  the  fence  he  immediately  restored  it,  and  that  defendant  then  asked 
him  to  let  him  use  it.  That  it  was  after  the  defendant  had  again  taken  for- 
cible possession  of  the  l«»nd  that  he  instituted  against  him  the  present  action. 
Tlie  oourtd  below  held  that  both  parties  had  only  proved  an  equivocal  pos- 
session and  dismissed  the  plaintift's  action,  ordering  that  their  rights  should 
be  tried  by  an  action  au  petitoire. 

Oa  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Foumier  J.  dissect- 
ing, that  as  P.  had  proved  a  possession  anitno  domini  for  a  ypar  and  a  day, 
he  should  be  reinstated  and  maintained  in  peaceable  possession  of  the  land, 
and  H.  be  forbidden  to  trouble  him  by  exercising  a  right  pf  way  over 
the  land  in  question,  reserving  to  the  latter  his  recourse  to  revendicate  au 
petitoire  any  right  he  might  have. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

^  Plnsonneault  t.  Hehert.-8th  March,  1886. 

Power  of  Attorney— To  sell  land. 

A'««  SALE  OF  LANDS  5. 

Power  of  Sale— In  mortgage,  exercised  titXev  forecloaure. 
Se«MORTOAOE  15. 


SAO 
Praotioe. 

Agents  1,  2. 
Amendment  3. 

Of  Case  11,  12,  14-17,21. 
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Case  11-21. 
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Judgment  83-94. 
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1.  Asento— Appointing. 

Conducting  business  with  the  Registrar's  oflSce  by  oorrespondenoe  i<  u 
irregular  praotioe.  A  solicitor  should  appoint  an  agent  as  required  by  the 
Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  rules. 

Wallace  t.  Biirkner.-2nd  May.  1881. 

2.  Aventa— AntkorWy  to  enter  name  or. 

A  written  authority  should  be  filed  with  the  Registrar  authorizing  either 
him  or  a  solicitor  to  enter  the  name  of  the  agent  in  the  agent's  book,  whes 
the  principal  does  not  enter  the  name  himself. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  in  chambers. 

3.  Amendment,  generally. 

See  AMENDMENT, 


881 

Fnotioe — Oontinuwi. 

4>    AppMtl  direct  hrom  eonrt  ororlvliml  Jarlndlctlon-N.  r.  A.  A,  llliT*,  ace.  •• 

The  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supremo  Court,  under  aeo.  0  of  tlie  Supreme 

Court  Amendmont  Act  of  1879,  allowed  an  appeal  direct  to  the  Supreme 

Court  of  Canada,  it  being  known  that  there  were  then  only  two  judgei  on 

the  bench  in  Manitoba,  the  Chief  Justice  who  was  plainUff  in  the  cause,  and 

Dubuo  J.,  from  whone  decree  the  appeal  was  brought. 

Schulti  jr.  Wood.-vl.  585. 

5>  Appeal  direct  from  court  of  original  Jnrladictlon—NU'.A.A.  IH7V,  mt>em.  « 
•■A  14—11.  A  E.C.A. aecM. 9.1  and  ao— Security. 

An  appeal  trom  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  may  be  allowed  by  the 

Supreme  Court  or  a  judge  thereof,  under  sec.  6  of  the  S.  C.  A.  Act,  1879, 

although  the  judgment  appealed  from  has  been  pronounced,  entered  or 

signed  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  date  of  the  application. 

Bank  B.  (T.  America  t.  W«lker.-29na  Jan«,  1889. 

6.  But,  semble,  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court  or  a  judge  thereof,  to  be 
allowed  to  give  security  under  sec.  31  S.  and  E.  C.  A.,  as  amended  by  sec.  14 
8.C.A.A.,  1879,  should  be  within  the  time  limited  by  seo.  25  of  the  S.  &  E.C.A. 
or  further  time  allowed  by  a  judge  of  the  court  below  under  sec.  28  S.  &  E. 
C.A. 

Walnuley  t.  Grlffltbs.—Per  Eltcble  O.J.  In  chambers,  14tb  Jannary,  18F5. 

7.  Appeal  direct  from  court  of  orivlnal  Jurladlctlon— H.C.A.A.  1S79«  aec.  6— 
Court  or  Anal  reeort  In  B.C. 

Application  for  leave  to  appeal  direct  from  the  judgment  of  Sir  M.  B. 
Begbie,C.J.  of  British  Columbia,  pronounced  on  the  11th  July,  1881,  without 
any  intermediate  appeal  to  any  court  in  the  Province. 

The  affidavit  of  the  solicitor  of  the  appellant,  after  stating  the  nature  of 
the  case,  set  out  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia,  being  the  court 
of  final  resort  in  the  Province,  consisted  of  five  judges,  the  Chief  Justice  and 
four  puisnS  judges ;  that  two  of  the  judges  had  been  engaged  as  counsel  in 
the  cause  prior  to  their  elevation  to  tbo  bench,  and  refused  to  exercise  judi- 
cial functions  in  such  cause ;  that  another  judge  was  absent  from  the  Pro- 
vince and  bad  been  so  for  several  months,  there  was  no  news  of  his  return,, 
and  the  deponent  was  unable  to  say  wheb,  if  ever,  he  would  again  resume 
judicial  functions  in  the  Province ;  that  the  Administration  of  Justice  Act, 
1M81,  came  into  operation  in  British  Columbia  on  the  28th  June,  1881,  but  no 
rules  of  court  had  been  published  or  made  under  said  Act.     * 

Sec.  28  of  said  Act  provides  as  follows : — 

"  The  judges  oftho  Supreme  Court  shall  have  power  to  sit  together  in  the 
city  of  Victoria,  as  a  fuJI  court,  and  any  three  shall  constitute  a  quorum,  and 
such  full  court  shall  be  held  only  once  in  each  year,  at  such  time  as  may  be 
fixed  by  rules  of  court,  and  such  court  shall  constitute  a  Supreme  Court." 
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On  the  3rd  October,  1881,  the  application  came  before  Mr.  Justice  Fou^ 
nier,  in  Chambers,  who  referred  it  to  the  full  court. 

Held,  that  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  affidavit  did  not  warnmt 
the  court  in  granting  the  application.    Motion  refused  with  $20  costs. 

Sewell  T.  B.  C.  Towing:  ro.-'i5th  October,  1881. 

8.  Appeal  direct  from  court  oforlclBul  Jar  Indict  Ion  -ft.  C.  A.  A.  IS78,Me.  •. 

Appeal  allowed  without  any  intermediate  appeal  to  any  court  in  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia.    For  the  facts  see  Damages  25,  page  123. 

Bank  of  B.  ».  A.  v.  Wslker.-a2nd  June.  1881 

9.  Appeal  direct  firom  court  of  original  JurlMllctlon—X.  €.  A.  A.  187»,  see. «. 

Leave  to  appeal  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  without  any 
intermediate  appeal  being  first  had  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  given 
by  Gwynne  J.,  under  sec.  6  of  the  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879 
on  the  ground  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  would  be  bound  by  the 
case  of  Cameron  v.  Kerr  (3  Ont.  App.  R.  30)  wheroas  the  appellant  souglit  to 
avoid  the  effect  of  that  decision  in  this  action. 
•  Hoffatt  T.  The  Hercbanta  Bank  of  Canada^xi,  M. 

10.  Appeal  direct  from  court  of  original  JnrlfMllctlon-S  C.  A.A  .i«7»,Mc. 
•— Wlicn  court  belo^r  has  expresMcd  an  opinion  on  the  merlts-Cbareh 
lands -Bcctor  and  wardens-Interest  ol' latter  to  appeal  In  name  of  rector 
(plalntllT)  —Indemnity. 

In  a  suit  brought  agamst  D.  as  roctor  of  St.  James  cathedral,  Toronto,  to 
have  certain  lands  declared  to  be  held  by  hun  not  only  for  himself  as  such 
rector,  but  also  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  rectorie9  in  the  City  of  Toronto, 
Ferguson  J.  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  a  decision  which  on  appeal  to 
the  Chancery  Division  of  the  H.  C.  J.  was  upheld.  Up  to  the  time  of  the 
judgment  rendered  by  the  latter  Qourt,  the  proceedings  had  been  carried  on 
in  the  name  of  D.  by  arrangement  between  him  and  the  church-wardens  of 
St.  James  cathedral,  who  contended  that  they  had  an  interest  separate 
f^om  that  of  D.  in  the  disposition  of  the  lands,  and  the  revenues  therefrom, 
and  who  had  indencnified  D.  against  costs.  But  upon  the  churchwardens 
proposing  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  D.  refused  to  allow  his  name  to 
be  further  used  in  the  proceedings.  Tne  Court  of  Appeal,  upon  an  applica- 
tion being  made  by  the  «hur/»h  wardens  for  leave  to  appeal,  refused  to 
grant  such  leave,  holding  that  the  churchwardens  had  no  interest  in  the 
lands  or  revenues.  The  churchwardens  thereupon  appealed  to  Strong  J.  in 
chambers  for  leave  to  appeal  per  saltem  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
under  sec.  6  of  the  S.  C.  A.  A.  1879  from  the  judgment  of  the  Chancery 
Division.  The  judge  Held,  that  the  churchwardens  had  an  interest  at 
least  which  justified   them  in  appealing;  he  wo^d  not,  however,  as  a 
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judge  in  chambers  over-rule  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  but  grant 
leave  to  renew  the  application  to  the  full  court. 

On  the  motion  coming  before  the  full  court  it  was  Held,  that  the  appeal 
should  be  allowed,  upon  a  proper  indemnity  being  given  by  the  church- 
wardens to  D.  against  all  possible  costs ;  the  court  expressing  no  opinion  on 
the  merits  of  the  case  itself.  Henry  J.  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
impossible  to  decide  the  right  to  appeal  without  entering  into  the  merits, 
and  on  the  merits  the  church-wardens  had  no  interest  in  the  lands  or 
revenues. 

langtry  t.  Dunoalln.— IToTember  16th,  1885. 

11>  Case,  addlnv  fiomml  Jndffmeiit  of  court  below  to. 

Hearing  of  appeal  allowed  to  stand  over  till  case  perfected  by  the 
addition  of  the  formal  judgment  of  the  court  below. 

Kearney  t.  Kean.-4tli  Feby.  1878. 

12.  Cane,  addlnff  romml  mle  of  court  below  to. 

Appeal  placed  at  foot  of  list  for  hearing  to  permit  the  rule  of  court 
below  appealed  from  to  be  added ;  counsel  for  respondent  consenting. 

Wallace  t.  8oatber.-5th  Feby.  t878« 

13.  Case — Defective  in  not  stating  that  judgment  had  been  entered  up  on 
demurrers. 

See  JURISDICTION  21.  ' 

14.  raae— Incomplete,    not   IiavlnK   formal   order   over^rnllng   demurrers- 
Order  irlvlng  leave  to  add  aame. 

An  original  case,  purporting  to  be  in  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  overruling  the  demurrers  of  the  defend- 
ants to  certain  counts  of  the  declaration,  contained  no  formal  order  or  judg- 
ment of  the  court  over-ruling  demurrers.  Upon  application  of  the  agent  for 
appellants'  solicitors,  the  agent  of  the  respondents'  solictors  consenting,  it 
was  ordered  that  the  Registrar  be  at  liberty  to  iile  the  case  as  received  with- 
out the  formal  order,  and  that  the  appellants  might  attach  within  six  weeks 
itom.  that  date  the  said  formal  order  to  the  case  and  copies. 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J.  in  chambers. 

Bank  cf  British  North  America  t-  Wall(er.-a4th  Dec.  1881. 


15. 


Case,  adding  evidence  of  plalntiflT  to— :Vot  properly  part  of— Chamber 
application. 

Counsel  for  respondent  (plaintiff)  moves  to  have  evidence  given  by 
respondent  when  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  appellants  (defendants) 
added  to  case.  Counsel  for  appellants  contend  that  under  the  code  of  C.  P. 
the  evidence  cannot  be  considered,  a  declaration  having  been  flied  excluding 
it  from  the  record. 
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Held,  the  application  should  have  been  made  in  Chamben,  but  in  anj 
event  the  evidence  could  not  properly  bt,  ^ade  part  of  the  case. 

Atna  Ins,  Co.  t.  Brodle."5th  No?ember,  18n, 

16.  CwM— AmendlnK-BemlttlniK  <o  conrt  below. 

The  judge  of  the  court  below  having  certified  that  the  eTcamination  of 
one  D.  was  made  part  of  the  case  quantum  valeat,  Held,  that  the  case  must  b« 
remitted  to  the  court  below  to  be  settled  in  accordance  with  the  statute  and 
and  practice  of  the  court.  It  should  appear  clearly,  whether  the  examiiu. 
tion  did  or  did  not  properly  form  a  part  of  the  case. 

McCall  T.  Wolir."2l8t  May,  1881, 

17.  €««•— Defective— UndertakliiK  by  Connsel  to  have  decree  of  Court  of  tnt 
Inn  tan  ce  added. 

During  hearing  of  appeal,  the  attention  of  appellant's  counsel  is  called 
to  the  fact  that  the  case  is  defective  in  not  having  in  it  the  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  Argument  allowed  to  proceed,  on  counsel  undertaking 
to  have  decree  added  to  case  before  judgment  given. 

Wright  V.  Haron."3rd  December,  1881. 

18.  Case— Extending  time  for  printing  and  flllng. 

Under  sec.  79  of  the  S.  and  E.  C.  A.  and  Rules  42  and  70  S.  C,  a  judge  in 

chambers  of  the  Supreme  Court  has  power  to  extend  the  time  for  printing 

and  filing  case. 

n-^  Per  Ritchie  C.J.  in  chambers. 

Bickford  t.  lloyd.-.51b  March,  1881. 
..         Per  Foumier  J.  in  chambers. 

Gaoada  Southern  By.  €o.  t.  NorvelL^lIth  March,  1880. 

rThis  practice  has  been  followed  in  many  cases  and  may  be  considered 
the  established  practice  of  the  court.  After  the  security  is  allowed  any 
application  to  extend  time  for  printing  or  filing  case  should  be  made  to  t 
judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  chambers,  and  not  to  the  court  below  or  t 
judge  thereof.] 

19.  Case— Application  as  to  printing. 

No  application  should  be  made  with  respect  to  the  contents  of  tiie 

"case,"  or  to  dispense  with  printing  any  part  of  it,  until  it  has  been  settled 

by  agreement  between  the  parties,  or  by  a  judge  of  the  court  below,  pursuant 

to  the  statute. 

Per  Gwynne  J.  in  chambers.  ^ 

Gariere  t.  Bender.-llth  March,  188i 

20.  Case— Prtntlng'-SnlMtantlal  compliance  with  rules. 

Certain  portions  of  the  case  had  been  itahoized  in  the  printing.  The 
prothonotary  certified  that  the  printed  case  was  the  case  agreed  upon  and 
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settled  by  the  parties.    No  affidavit  was  produced  to  contradict  this  certifi- 
cate or  to  show  that  the  italics  had  been  improperly  used. 

Objection  to  case  over-ruled. 

The  case  is  to  be  printed  so  as  to  procure  a  certain  degree  of  uniformity, 

and  all  that  is  required  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  rule  8.  .     ,.        , 

Bitchie  C.  J.  in  Chambers. 

May  T.  HcArthar.— 3rd  April,  1884. 

21.  €»■•— Amendment  or-Remlttinir  to  court  below. 

Whefe  it  appeared  that  certain  papers  which  a  judge  of  the  court  below 
had  directed  should  form  part  of  the  case  had  been  incorrectly  printed, 
especially  the  factum  of  the  respondent  in  said  court,  which  had  been  trans- 
lated and  in  which  interpolations  had  been  made,  the  Registrar  was  directed 
to  remit  the  case  to  the  court  below  to  be  corrected. 

Foumier  J.  in  Chambers.  ^ 

Parker  t.  Montreal  City  Pass.  By.  Co.— 19tb  Febraary,  1885. 

22.  Certiorari  -Application  for. 

Writ  of  certiorari  moved  for  to  bring  up  papers  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  British  Columbia,  the  Chief  Justice  of  that  court  having  made  an  order 
staymg  ezecutioo  on  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  certified 
to  the  court  below  in  the  usual  way,  on  the  ground  that  an  appeal  was  being 
proceeded  with  to  the  Privy  Council.    Motion  refused. 

Sewell  T.  British  Oolambia  Towing  Co. -Ub  May,  1884. 

23.  Certiorari— In  habeas  corpns  matter. 

Neither  the  Supreme  Court,  nor  a  judge  thereof,  has  power  to  issue  a 
writ  ot  certiorari  in  a  habeas  corpus  matter. 
See  HABEAS  CORPUS  3. 

24.  C'OBtB— gnashing  appeal. 

Where  an  appeal  is  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  will  be  quashed 
without  costs,  if  the  objection  has  been  taken  by  the  court  itself. 
See  JURISDICTION  26,  31,  36,  40. 

25.  Nor  will  costs  be  given  where  the  appeal  has  been  inscribed  for  hearing 
exparte,  the  respondent  not  appearing. 

See  JURISDICTION  23. 

26.  But  ooats  will  be  given  if  the  objection  has  been  taken  by  the  respondent 
in  his  factum,  or  by  motion  at  the  earliest  opportunity. 

See  JURISDICTION  11,21,22,43. 

27.  And  in  an  appeal  where  the  court  may  think  it  right  to  exercise  its  power 

of  giving  costs,  even  where  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  has  been  taken 
by  the  court  itself,  the  respondent  will  be  allowed  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
See  JURISDICTION  33. 
26 
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27«   (ft>)  Cwils—WlMre •hJeetloB  flrst  taken  in  appenl. 

Where  an  appeal  is  disposed  of  on  an  objeotion  taken  for  (he  first  time 
at  the  hearing,  no  cost*  given. 
. :    r  See  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  5. 

«  PRESCRIPTION  12. 

28«  CoBte— When  c*nrt  cqnally  divided. 

The  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  being  equally  divided  in  opinion,  and 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  affirmed,  the  successful  party  was  refiued 
tne  costs  of  the  appeal.  But  (per  Richards  C.J.)  by  38th  Vic.  ch.  11, 
sec.  38,  the  Supreme  Court  being  authorized,  in  its  discretion,  to  order  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  the  decision  in  this  case  will  not  neces- 
sarily prevent  the  minority  of  the  court  from  ordering  the  payment  of  Uie 
costs  of  the  appeal  in  other  cases  where  there  is  an  equal  division  of  opinion 
amongst  the  judges. 

The  L.  and  I*  and  Globe  In.  Co.  r.  Wyld."*l,  MS. 

29.  But  the  uniform  practice  of  the  court  has  been  not  to  give  costs  when  tlie 

court  has  been  equally  divided. 

Curry  y.  Corry.--t8tli  March,  1880, 

,-      Mcleod  T.  K.  B.  Ry.  Co."-T, ! 

Cot^T.  Morean.»>Til.i 

McCallnm  T.  Odette.—¥il,  M, 

"    ,  ^  Sh!eld8T.  Peak.— Till,  S». 

MllloyT.Kerr.-Tlll,4U 

Megantlc  Ilectlon  Case.'ovill,  IW, 

Trast  and  loan  y.  lanrason.—x,  629 

30.  CoHl •— ElecU*n  a|»pe«l— Motion  to  amend  Judgment. 

Counsel  for  appellant  moved  to  amend  final  order  of  Supreme  Court  u 

/    to  costs,  such  order  declaring  that  the  respondent  should  pay  the  costs  in 

the  court  below,  but  the  trial  judge  having  refused  to  tax  to  appellant  the 

*    costs  of  certain  witnesses  examined  on  cases  not  appealed  to  the  Supreme 

Court.     Held,  that  the  judge  was  right.    Motion  refused  with  f 25  costs. 

Soulanges  Election  Ca8e.-a8th  March,  Ml 

31.  Coats— Mot  K^'vtm  In  lialteas  corpus  matters. 

No  costs  are  given  in  habeas  corpus  appeals,  as  a  general  rule,  mfavorm 

libertatis. 

In  re  G.  R*  Johnson.— 20th  Fehrnary«  188C 

32.  But  where  an  appeal  in  a  habea$  eorpua  matter  had  been  proceeded  with 
aftei-  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  and  for  the  mere  purpose  of  deciding  the 
question  of  costs,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

See  JURISDICTION  24. 
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33  CMta-Connael  fee— BesiMndeiit  Mpvulnf  Appeal  in  penon. 

Counsel  for  respondent  moves  for  order  to  review  taxation  and  to  have 
counsel  fee  allowed  to  respondent,  an  advocate,  who  argued  appeal  in  person. 
Refused,  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting. 

Charlevoix  Ilectlon  Case  (Valln  v.  langlol8.)->lOUi  Jane,  18S0. 

34>  CMta-InereiMied  eonnsel  ree-<lniMhlnK  appeal. 

An  application  for  increased  counsel  fee  is  not  one  for  the  full  court,  but 
shculd  be  made  to  a  judge  in  chambers. 

When  an  appeal  is  quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  court  may  order 
the  taxation  and  payment  of  oos^a. 

Beamish  T.Kaolbach.—5th  June,  1870. 

35>  Costs— Between  Solicitor  and  Client. 

Application  for  an  order  directing  Registrar  to  tax  costs  between 
solicitor  and  client,  refused.  The  Chief  Justice  states  that  the  question  was 
duly  considered  by  the  judges  at  the  organization  of  the  court,  and  it  was 
not  thought  advisable  to  regulate  costs  between  solicitor  and  client. 

Boak  V.  Merchanto  Mar.  Ins.  Cc-Srd  June,  1879. 

36>  Costs -Distraction  of—BIotlon  for. 

Held,  that,  in  appeal,  where  distraction  of  costs  has  not  been  asked  for 
by  the  pleadings,  or  by  the  factum,  it  should  be  asked  for  when  judgment  is 
rendered.  If  not  then  asked  for,  any  subsequent  %pplication  must  be  made 
to  the  court  upon  notice  to  the  other  side. 

See  Converse  v.  Clarke,  12  L  C.  R.  402;  The  Water  Works  Co.  of  Three 
Rivers  v.  JDost^Uer,  18  L.  C.  Jur.  196;  Lalor  v.  Campbell,  7  Legal  News  163. 

letoarneux  r.Dan8ereaa.-»27th  May,  1886. 

37.  Costs— Constrnctlon  of  will. 

Costs  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  respondents  (executors  and  trustees  of 

the  will)  out  of  the  general  residue  of  the  estate  of  the  ^  .ceased,  but  if  the 

sai(^*esidue  should  have  been  distributed  then  the  said  c    -s  should  be  con* 

* 
tributed  by  the  persons  who  should  have  received  portions  of  the  said  residue 

ratably  according  to  the    amounts  of  the    respective  sums  received  by 

them. 

,  *  Fisher  T.  iiiderson.»lT,  406. 

^See  WILL  4. 

38.  Costs- Tender  of. 

Appellants,  not  having  tendered  with  their  plea  costs  accrued  up  to 
and  inclusive  of  its  production,  ordered  to  pay  to  the  respondent  the  costs 
incurred  in  the  court  of  first  instance. 

The  Jitna  Life  Insurance  €o.  v.  Bro<Ue."T,  1. 

25| 
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39- ConnMl— Attorney    Oencral  of    provinrc— Jnrladtctlon    of    ProTladai 
I<«Kbilntare. 

In  an  appeal  between  private  suitors  in  which  the  validity  of  an  Actot 
the  Legislature  of  Ontario  is  questioned,  the  attorney  general  of  the  provinet 
is  heard  in  support  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  provincial  legislature. 

Olttiens  In8.  Co.  r.JoliiMtoii.».9tli  April,  18IN, 

40.  Connael-Tblrd  eonnael  beard. 

The  court  hears  a  third  counsel  for  appellants,  notwithstanding  rule  32, 

as  the  laws  of  two  provinces  are  in  question,  and  there  is  a  cross-appeal ;  the 

-so  doing  not  to  be  considered  a  precedent. 

Coleman  t.  Miller.*-25tb  Febroary,  188L 

41*  Third  counsel  heard,  intricate  questions  of  law  having  to  be  argued,  there 

being  a  cross-appeal,  and  counsel  stating  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

for  Lower  Canada  had  also  relaxed  its  rule  which  forbids  the  hearing  of  mon 

than  two  counsel  on  each  side. 

The  court  states  that  the  fact  of  there  being  a  cross-appeal  is  not  of 

itself  sufficient  ground  to  cause  the  court  to  depart  from  its  rule. 

Jones  T.  Fraser.'-Otb  March,  1S% 

42  •  Where  oae  counsel  from  Quebec  and  one  from  Ontario  had  been  heard  for 

respondent,  a  third  counsel  (from  Quebec)  was  heard  on  French  authoritiei 

appUcable. 

Rossell  V.  Iiefraneol8.—6tb  May,  \m 

43.  Connael— RtKht  to  bevln—Im  re  case  referred  by  O.  C.  reapeeilngr  Saprcw 
Court  of  Brltlab  Colombia— "  The  Traeber  case,** 

Hold,  that  inasmuch  as  all  statutes  should  primd  facie  be  considered 

within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  legislature  passing  them,  any  one  attacking! 

statute  should  begin.    Therefore  Counsel  for  Dominion  Qovemment  fint 

heard. 

16th  May,  m. 
Sf".  LEGISLATURE  12. 

44.  Connael— Bl«bt  to  begin— Reply.  » 

Question  respecting  validity  of  "  The  Liquor  License  Act,  1883."  (Stt 
Liquor  License  Act,  1883.) 

Held,  those  attacking  the  validity  of  an  Act  should  begin.    Therefore 

counsel  for  the  Provinces  first  heard.    Only  one  counsel  heard  in  reply  for 

all  the  Provinces. 

In  re  "The  Llqnor  License  Act,  1883."-a3rd  Sept  im> 

45.  Counsel— Rlgbt  to  f^irln. 

Question  whether  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,  sec.  6,  had  beeo 
complied  with,  and  whether  proclamation  should  issue  imder  sec.  7.  {Sti 
«  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,"  3.) 
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The  court  directs  the  parties  seeking  to  sustain  the  affirmative,  and 
wishing  to  shew  tlmt  the  proclamation  should  issue,  to  begin. 

In  re  Cunads  Temperance  Act,  1H18,  In  the  County  of  Perth.-28th  Oct.  18KI. 

46«  OoonMl— ProMident  otUy.  Co.«  appellsiKN,  not  entitled  to  be  henrd. 

The  appellants  do  not  appear  by  counsel  at  the  hearing,  but  Mr.  O'B. 
appears  and  states  that  he  is  the  president  and  proprietor  of  the  railway 
company,  appellants,  and  wishes  to  be  heard  on  their  behalf.  Refused. 
Appeal  ordered  to  stand  over  till  next  session. 

Halifax  Cltr  By.  Co.  v.  The  <lneen."23rd  May,  1884. 

47«  Counsel— ForelRB— Not  henrd. 

Counsel  residing  in  the  State  of  New  York  wishes  to  be  heard  on  behalf 
of  appellants  in  an  appeal  pending  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Refused. 

Hallflix  City  By.  Co.  ?.  The  ftneen.-Oth  May,  1884. 

48.  Cross  Appeal— Application  to  hear  althongh  principal  appeal  not  tiled. 

Counsel  for  respondents,  who  have  given  notice  of  cross  appeal,  moves 
for  leave  to  proceed  with  cross  appeal,  notwithstanding  original  case  not 
filed  until  that  day  by  appellants,  and  the  appeal  has  not  been  inscribed. 

Counsel  for  appellants  also  moves  to  have  principal  appeal  heard,  the 
delay  in  inscribing  and  in  filing  factums  having  been  an  oversight. 

Held,  that  if  the  cross-appellant  desired  to  proceed  with  his  cross- 
appeal  he  should  have  himself  filed  the  original  case.  Both  principal  appeal 
and  cross  appeal  to  stand  over. 

Mayor,  4c.,  of  Montreal  t.  Hall.-lUh  No?.  1888. 

49>  CroM  appeal— Motion  to  quash  appeal— Costs. 

Motion  made  to  quash  appeal  on  the  ground  that  it  should  not  have 
been  brought  as  a  substantive  appeal,  but  as  a  cross  appeal  in  the  case  of 
Pilon  v.  Brunei.  . 

Motion  to  quash  dismissed,  but  the  respondent  in  Pilon  v.  Brunet  suc- 
ceeding in  getting  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed  on  one  point 
and  confirmed  on  another,  was  allowed  costs  as  of  a  cross  appeal  taken 

under  rule  61.  ^      „.,  „  .. 

Bronet  t.  Fllon.-r,  319. 

50.  nismlsslng  appeal. 

Whei-e  no  one  appears  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  when  an  appeal  is 
called  for  hearing,  and  counsel  for  respondent  asks  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
appeal,  it  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Bornham  t.  Watson.— 7th  Dec.  1881. 
Scott  V.  The  Queen.— a'Zth  March,  1886. 
Western  Ass.  Co.  t.  Scanlon.— 21th  March,  1886, 


890 

Practice— Continued. 

ol.  DtamicJiiv  nppe«l  for  wnnt  of  proMrntlon— ITndne  delay  In  flllnir  AMtaa 
— InMrlptlon. 

The  oaae  was  filed  on  the  22nd  October,  1884,  the  respondent's  factumi 
on  the  18th  November,  1884.  The  last  day  for  filing  faotums  in  appeali  to 
be  heard  the  following  session  was  the  30th  of  January,  1885,  and  for  inscrib- 
ing, the  2nd  February  following.  The  appeal  not  being  inscribed,  the  regpot 
dent's  counsel  gave  notice  of  motion  on  the  9th  February  to  dismiss  appeil 
for  want  of  prosecution.  On  the  14th  the  motion  was  heard.  Appellanti 
agent  stated  that  on  the  2nd  February  he  had  made  a  search  in  the  Regis- 
trar's oflBce  for  the  respondent's  factum,  and  had  been  informed  it  had  not 
been  filed.  He  was  therefore  under  the  impression  the  respondent  could 
not  take  advantage  of  the  delay  cf  the  appellant. 
•  Held,  that  the  undue  delay  in  filing  appellant's  factum  and  inscribing 

appeal  had  not  been  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  and  the  appeal  should  be 
dismissed. 

Per  Fournier  J.  in  chambers,  16th  February,  1885.  , 

An  application  was  made  to  the  court  to  rescind  or  vary  the  order  of 
Fournier  J.,  and  to  allow  the  appellant  to  file  bis  factum  and  inscribe  appeal 
Affidavits  were  filed,  but  merely  to  the  effect:  1.  That  appellants  counsel 
thought  that  while  the  respondent  was  in  default  with  regard  to  his  factum, 
it  could  not  be  considered  that  there  was  any  undue  delay  in  the  prosecu- 
tion by  appellant  of  his  appeal ;  and  2.  That  the  appeal  was  bond  fide  and 
serious. 

V  Held,  that  the  court  would  not  interfere  with  the  order  of  the  judge  in 

.    chambers. 

Wbltlleld  ¥.  The  Merchants  BanK.-ith  March,  188S. 

52.  DismlsBlnir  appeal  for  want  of  prosecution. 

Clounsel  for  respondent  moves  to  dismiss  appeal  for  want  of  prosecution. 
Refused,  but  appellant  directed  to>have  appeal  brought  on  for  hearing  next 
session,  otherwise  to  stand  dismissed;  appellant  to  pay  costs  of  the 
application. 

Oot6  T.  Stadaeona  Ass.  Co.— 10th  March,  1881. 

5o<  Dlamtoslnv  appeal. 

Motion  to  dismiss  appeal  referred  by  court  to  Chief  Justice  in  chambers. 

Martin  ?.  Ro}.-28th  Janoary,  1819, 

54.  DlsmlMlnsappeal  In  controverted  election  case— Dlaeontlnnanee  AM. 

Counsel  for  appellant  moves  to  dismiss  appeal,  not  wishing  to  proceed 
with  it,  and  having  filed  a  discontinuance. 

Counsel  for  respondent  consents,  on  pajrment  of  costs.  Appeal  dis- 
missed  with  costs. 

Soolanges  Election  Case,  Fillatraalt  r.  De  BeaiUen.*»27th  Koyember,  1883. 
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55<  Dlamlmlnv    npp«Ml  —  4'ontr«v«rtMl    «l4>cUoB  cmm— Ordvr   oktulHed    !■ 
rlunnbcrs  by  eon«ent— Application  to  tall  eourt. 

Counsel  for  rospondent  moves  for  an  order  diimiiaing  appeal  in  a  con- 
troverted election  case.  An  order  had  been  obtained  in  chambers,  on  con- 
sent, but  doubts  had  been  raised  as  to  whether  the  order  should  not  have 
been  an  order  of  the  court.    Granted. 

North  York  llectlon  Case,  Pattenon  v.  Mnlock.-iath  May,  1888. 

56«  Faetnm. 

Irrelevant  matter  in  factum,  roflocting  on  the  conduct  of  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  court  below,  ordered  to  be  struck  out. 

Wallace  V.  Soother.— 5tli  February,  1878. 

57>  Faetam— Ncandaloiu  and  Impertinent. 

The  plain  tiifs  factum  containing  reflections  on  theconductof  the  judges 
of  tho  court  below,  was  ordered  to  bo  taken  oif .  the  files  as  scandalous  and 
impertinent. 

Vernon  T.  Oliver- xl,  156. 

5o«  Factum— Point  not  raised  by— Poatponement  of  hearlnv. 

A  point  is  raised  at  the  hearing  not  in  factum,  and  counsel  for  rospondent 
therefore  objects  that  he  is  not  prepared  to  argue  it.    The  court  adjourns 
.  hearing  for  a  week. 

Western  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v.  Windsor  &  Annapolis  By.  Co.--6th  Feb.  1870. 

59.  Factum,  farther  time  required  to  flic— Motion  to  dismliw  appeal— CoHta. 

Motion  to  dismiss  appeal  refused,  but  appellant  requiring  further  indul- 
gence to  file  factum  ordered  to  pay  costs  of  motion. 

Dawson  v.  McDonald.— 13th  December,  1879. 

60.  Factum— Defiiult  In  lllInK— Initcrlptlon,  motion  for. 

Motion  for  leave  to  inscribe  case  which  had  not  been  put  on  inscription 
list  because  factum  of  appellant  not  filed  in  time.  The  appellant  had  been 
directed  to  bring  appeal  on  for  hearing  at  the  session  then  being  held,  other- 
wise appeal  to  stand  dismissed.  Counsel  stated  that  delay  in  filing  factum 
had  occurred  because  both  parties  had  consented '  to  delay  being  accorded 
for  so  doing.    Counsel  for  respondent  consented. 

Held,  that  the  rule  requiring  factums  to  be  deposited  within  a  limited 

tune  had  been  passed  for  the  convenience  of  the  court  and  judges  and  could 

not  be^  waived  by  consent  of  parties,  but  under  the  peculiar  circumstances, 

and  in  view  of  the  consequences  of  refusing  the  motion,  liberty  to  inscribe 

might  be  given. 

Cot6  T.  Stadacona  Assurance  Company.-ith  May,  1881. 

61.  Factum -notion  to  strike  out  unnecesMiry  matter  h>om. 

Objections  to  a  factum  as  containing  unnecessary  matter  may  be  urged  at 

the  hearing. 

Coleman  T.  Mlller.-23rd  February,  1889. 
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62.  r»«(uBi— Lmtve  to  dcpoMit— InnrrlptloB  ox  piivt«. 

When  appeal  inscribed  for  hearing  ex  parte  ia  called,  Counsel  for 
respondents  aska  leave  to  be  heard  and  to  be  allowed  to  deposit  factum. 
Counsel  for  appellant  consents.    Granted. 

Parker  v.  Montreal  City  Passenger  Ry .  Co.-Otli  March,  188S. 

63.  Vactnin— I<e«ve  to  depoalt— Inacrlptlon  «x  pnrte. 

When  appeal  inscribed  for  hearing  ex  parte  is  called,  counsel  for  respon- 
dent aska  leave  to  be  heard,  although  his  factum  hod  not  been  deposited 
within  the  time  provided  by  the  Rules.    Counsel  for  appellant  consents. 

Held,  that  the  rulea  respecting  faotums  must  be  strictly  complied  with, 
and  the  Regiatrar  ahould  not  receive  factums  tendered  after  the  delay 
apecified  in  the  Rule.  Counsel  for  respondent  allowed  to  be  heard,  but  the 
case  not  to  be  considered  a  precedent. 

Lord  T,  DaTidson,-8rd  Norember,  188S. 

64.  FnctuaiB— Stnbmttllnv  appeal  on. 

Counsel  states  he  has  conaent  of  aolioitors  on  both  sides  to  submit  appeal 

on  factums  and  reporters  notes  of  a  former  argument  before  the  court. 

Allowed. 

Lawless  t.  SalllTan.— a2nd  Janaary,  1819. 

65.  FaetnniM— Mnbmlttinff  appeal  on.        f"*^ . 

Court  refuses  to  allow  appeal  to  be  submitted  on  the  factimis,  but 
decides  it  must  be  orally  argued. 

ObarleTolx  Election  Case  <¥alln  v.  Langlols).— 7tli  Jane,  1879. 

66*  Factum— Mnbrnlttlng  appeal  on. 

Where  a  rehearing  became  necessary  owing  to  a  change  in  the  personnel 
of  the  court,  the  judge  who  had  not  heard  the  appeal  consenting,  and  coun- 
sel for  all  parties  desiring  it,  the  court  assented  to  the  appeal  being  submit- 
ted on  the  faotums. 

McKenile  v.  Klttrldge.— 18th  June,  1879. 

67*  Factums— Snbntltttnir  appeal  on . 

On  application  for  counsel  for  appellants,  counsel  for  respondent  assent- 
ing, the  court  consent  to  have  appeal  submitted  on  factums  without  oral 

argument. 

Malrhead  t.  Sheriff,  and  Jane.  1886. 

68.  Fees— In  criminal  appeals— None  payable  to  Beglstrar. 

No  fees  are  payable  to  the  Registrar  in  criminal  appeals,  the  tariff  of  fees 
in  schedule  X  not  being  intended  to  be  applied  to  such  appeals. 
Ruling  by  Richards  (J  J. 
[This  has  been  the  established  practice  of  the  court  since  its  organi- 

ZfttiOD.] 
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69.  Ilcnrlnv,  notirr  or-Ani«Uvll  of  Mervlt**. 

When  appeal  heard  ex  parte,  the  court  requires  an  utHdavit  proving  Mr- 
vioo  of  notice  of  hearing. 

Kearney  v.  Kcan.-Slst  January,  1819. 
Domvllle  V,  Cameron.  -80tb  October,  1819. 

70.  llrarlnK-lletlInK  down  Kxrhcqncr  AppMl-Excheqaer  CoartBnlM  ■«•, 
asi,  aea-Muprcme  tonrt  Rule  44-S«e.  es  H.  «nd  Bx.  •'«.  Aet,  ISTS. 

Application  for  a  direction  to  the  Registrar  to  set  down  for  hearing  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Court  on  a  Petition  of  Right  pro- 
nounced at  Quebec  on  the  17th  October,  1877,  by  J.  T.  Taschereau  J.  The 
contract  on  which  the  petition  was  brought  was  signed  at  Quebec,  the  work 
was  done  on  a  section  of  the  I.  C.  R.  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick. 
On  the  9th  November,  1877,  the  deposit  of  $50  required  by  section  68  of 
the  S.  &  Ex.  Ct.  Act,  1875,  as  security  for  costs,  was  made  with  the 
Registrar. 

Rule  231  Exchequer  Court,  since  repealed  by  rule  265,  provided  that  no 
decision  or  ruling  ut  the  trial  or  hearing  of  a  cause  should  be  appealed  flrom 
directly  to  the  Supreme  Court,  but  the  party  dissatisfied  should  first  seek 
relief  by  moving  before  the  Exchequer  Court  "  as  hereinbefore  provided," 
and  the  appeal  should  be  from  the  refusal  to  grant  an  order  nisi,  or  if  an 
order  should  liave  been  granted,  from  the  decision  of  the  court  on  the  motion 
to  make  the  same  absolute 

Rule  138  E.  C.  deals  with  ap^.licationB  for  new'trial  and  provides  that 
"a  party  desirous  of  obtaining  a  nev;  trial  •  •  •  must  apply  to  the  court 
by  motion  for  an  order  calling  on  the  opposite  party  to  show  cause,  at  the 
expiration  of  eight  days  from  the  date  of  the  order,  or  so  soon  after  aa  the 
case  can  be  heard,  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  directed.  Such  motion 
shall  be  made  within  ten  days  after  the  trial,  or  within  such  extended  time 
as  the  court  or  a  judge  may  allow." 

By  rule  261  Ex.  Ct.  rule  231  of  the  Ex.  Ct.  had  been  made  applicable  to 
cases  in  which  the  cause  of  action  had  arisen  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
But  rule  138  had  not  been  expressly  declared  applicable  to  such  cases. 

On  the  12th  February,  1878,  rules  138  to  142,  both  inclusive,  were 
ordered  and  declared  to  be  and  to  have  been  applicable  to  actions  in  which 
the  cause  of  action  shall  have  arisen  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

On  the  7th  January,  1878,  an  application  for  a  rule  nut  to  set  aside  the 
Judgment  was  made  to  Taschereau  J.  On  the  7th  February,  1878,  he  pro- 
nounced judgment  refusing  it.  Subsequently  proceedings  were  taken  in  the 
Exchequer  Court  relating  to  a  change  of  attorney  by  the  suppliant  and  the 
taxation  of  oosts  between  the  suppliant's  solicitor  and  his  clients,  and  an 
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onl«r  was  obtained  from  a  judge  of  tlie  Ezobequer  Court  directing  all  th« 
paporH  to  be  tranHoaitted  to  the  aoting  BogLttrar  at  (Quebec  for  the  purpoaei 
o(  that  taxation.  The  Registrar  did  not  Mt  the  appeal  down  for  hearing,  and 
no  stept  weru  taken  relating  to  the  appeal,  nor  were  any  proceedings  taken 
to  have  the  judgment  entered,  nor  had  the  Registrar  been  applied  to  set  ths 
appeal  down  for  hearing  until  shortly  before  the  date  of  the  application,  the 
22nd  February,  1883. 

Held,  that  no  ex  post  facto  etfoct  ought  to  bo  given  to  order  263,  which 
was  not  intended  to  apply  so  as  to  afreet  retroactively  proceedings  had  in 
ponding  causes,  and  that  the  Registrar  not  having  set  the  appeal  down  for 
hearing  as  required  by  section  68,  and  not  having  entered  the  judgment,  the 
appeal  waa  not  out  of  court  by  the  operation  of  rule  44  Supreme  Court, 
which  providoR  that  unless  an  appeal  shall  be  brought  on  for  hearing  within 
one  year  after  the  security  nhall  have  been  allowed,  it  shall  be  held  to  have 
been  abandoned  without  any  ordor  to  dismiss  being  required,  unless  the 
court  or  a  judgo  shall  otherwise  order. 

Motion  granted,  (Ritchie  C.J.  dissenting),  bnt  without  costs,  the  point 
of  practicb  involved  being  a  new  one. 

Berltnqaet  t.  The  Queen.— Ist  May,  1883. 

71.  Hcarlnir— ElerUoii  rmM— KxpcdIUnv  pro«eedin|pi  In— M«e.  14  H.  A  K  V,  A. 

When  un  election  appeal  is  properly  in  court  and  in  a  position  to  be  set 
down  by  the  Registrar,  an  application  can  be  made  to  the  Chief  Justice 
(uqder  sec.  14  S.  &  E.  C.  A.)  to  expedite  the  proceedings. 

.Bothwell  Election  Case  (Smith  t.  Hawkina).-23nd  Janaary,  1884. 

72.  Hearing  ex  parte— Factnin  not  flled— Appellant  irreirnlarljr  before  conrt. 

When  appeal  called,  counsel  for  appellants  appears.  No  one  appears 
on  behalf  of  respondent. 

The  appellants  factum  not  having  been  filed  lill  the  morning  the  appeal 
'         is  called  on  for  hearing,  instead  of  three  clear  days  before  the  first  day  of  the 
session,  as  required  by  Rule  54,  the  court  refuse  to  hear  him  ex  parte  while 
thus  irregularly  before  the  court. 

leTls  Election  Case  (Belleau  v.  Dassault).— 80tb^<N3tober,  1884. 

lO,  Hearlngr.  postponement  of— Illneiia  ofoonnael. 

Motion  to  postpone  hearing  till  the  following  sesBsicu  on  the  ground  of 
unexpected  illness  of  counsel  retained.    Granted.        z' 

Adamson  t.  AdaimoD.— 5th  December,  1884. 

74.  Hearing— Motion  to  strike  appeal  off  llat— H^^tlee. 

A  motion  to  strike  an  appeal  off  the  list  ox'  appeals  inscribed  for  hearing 
must  be  on  notice.  , 

Parker  v.  Montreal  Gl^l^assenger  By.  Oc—lth  March,  18»5. 
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75.  ■■•Mrlnv—rafltaois  not  ni««l. 

Motion  to  hftve  appeal  hekrd  at  tho  then  proiont  HOMiioD,  notwilhstand- 
inK  cane  and  fuolum  of  appellant  not  Hied  30  dayi  before  Hrat  day  of  aeuion, 
and  factum  not  yet  tiled  on  behalf  of  tbu  Crown.  Coiinael  for  Crown  oon- 
Renting.    Kefuaod. 

•'Brlen  v.  Tbe  Queen.—10tta  June,  1818. 

70.  Hei»rlnii-ln  hi»b««M  rorpua  appeal. 

AD  application  to  be  allowed  to  bring  a  habeas  eorjiuf  appeal  on  forbear- 
ing after  abort  notice,  must  not  be  ex  parte. 

.See  HABEAS  CORPUS  2.  .     '" 

77-  He«rlnK-Hotloii  to  r«M»pcn. 

In  thia  caae,  the  Supremo  Court  had  refuaed  by  their  judgmont  to  give 
a  writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  the  taxation  of  respondent'a  oosta  by  the 
county  judge,  auch  taxation  having  been  msde  before  the  judgmont  of  the 
Supreme  Court  waa  given ;  but  the  court  atated  that  the  respondent  was 
not  entitled  to  ooata.    (See  Oottt  3.) 

Counael  for  appellants  moved  to  re-open  argument  of  that  part  of  the 
appeal  as  to  the  right  to  tbe  prohibition,  and  for  a  reconsideration  thereof, 
on  the  ground  that  the  amount  taxed  to  respondent  bod  been  paid  into  the 
County  Court,  and  that  the  county  judge  might  make  an  order  directing  the 
money  so  paid  into  his  court  to  be  paid  out  to  respondent  unless  prohibited. 

Held,  that  the  application  which  waa  really  for  a  rehearing  of  the  appeal, 
which  had  been  duly  conaidered  and  adjudicated  upon  by  the  court,  could 
not  be  entertained ;  that  the  court  could  not  asaume  that  the  County  Court 
judge  would  act  illegally,  and  in  defiance  of  the  judgment  of  the  court,  to  the 
effect  that  the  reapondent  was  not  entitled  to  costs  ;  but  that  if  the  County 
Court  judge  should  propose  so  to  Mt,  the  appellants  would  have  their  remedy 
against  him|  and  might  apply  to  one  of  the  superior  courts  for  a  writ  of  pro< 
hibitioQ. 

Counsel  for  appellants  not  called  upon. 

Motion  refused  with  $25  costs. 

Ontario  and  Quebec  Ry.  Co.  t.  Phllbrick.-May  18tb,  1886. 

78.  Inscription— (7ai«e  Hied  after  time  for. 

Counsel  for  appellant  moves  for  leave  to  inscribe  appeal  for  hearing, 
though  case  filed  after  time  for  inscribing,  all  parties  being  desirous  of  hav- 
ing appeal  heard  and  consenting.    Motion  refused. 

Grip  Prlntlne  and  Fubllshing  Company  t.  Butterfleld.-20tta  Not.  1884. 

79.  Inscription— Appeal  perfected  after  day  for— Consent  by  counsel. 

In  an  appeal  perfected  after  day  for  inscribing,  an  application  is  mad'>  by 
counsel  for  appellant,  counsel  for  respondent  consenting,  to  have  appeal 
heard  at  the  session  of  the  court  then  proceeding. 
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Held,  that  the  appeal  must  come  on  in  the  regular  way  the  following 
session,  there  being  no  circumstances  shown  to  induce  the  court  to  interfere 
to  expedite  the  hearing. 

Bank  of  Toronto  v.  The  Cure,  &e.  La  Ste.  Vierge.—Slth  Feb.  1885. 

SO-  Intereiii— Application  for. 

An  application  to  vary  judgment  by  inserting  direction  that  interest  be 

allowed  for  the  period  during  which  the  appeal  has  been  pending,  must  be  on 

notice. 

Trust  and  Loan  v.  Bnttan.-Sth  Feb.  1878. 

Ol*  Motion,  to  be  allowed  Interest. 

(younsel  for  appellant  moves  for  interest  for  time  judgment  has  been 
stayed,  pursuant  to  sec.  36  S.  &  E.  C.  A.  Question  referred  to  full  court  by 
Fournier  J. 

Held,  a  question  the  court  should  dispose  of  on  its  own  motion. 
Mcllaeen  y.  Tbe  Phcenlx  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Co.— 9th  April,  1880. 

82-  Interest— motion  to  b«  allowed— On  Allowance  of  appeal. 

Motion  for  allowance  of  interest  on  verdict  from  date  thereof  in  appeal 
from  N.B. 

Held,  that  it  be  allowed  on  principal  sum  from  last  day  of  next  term 
after  verdict. 

Clark  V.  Scottish  Imperial  Insurance  Company.— 19th  February,  1880. 

83>  JadKment— Application  to  stay  execution  of-ReqnSte  civile. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  must,  under  sec.  46  S.  &  E.  C.  A .,  be 
entered  and  sent  to  the  court  below  before  defendant  can  have  recourse  to 
a  proceeding  by  requite  civile.  A  requite  civile  does  not  stay  execution  as 
a  matter  of  course.  The  defendant  would  have  to  apply  to  a  judge  of  the 
Superior  Court  or  a  judge  thereof  for  an  order.  A  judge  in  chambers  should 
not  grant  an  order  sta3ring  execution  of  a  judgment,  especially  when  defend- 
ant has  had  ample  time  to  apply  to  the  full  court.  'Per  Taschereau  J. 
See  OPPOSITION  2  (a). 

84.  Judgment— Nunc  pro  tnpc 

The  respondent,  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent  estate,  having  died  between 
the  day  of  hearing  of  the  appeal  and  the  day  of  rendering  judgment,  on 
motion  of  counsel  for  appellant  the  court  orders  the  order  in  appeal  to  be 
entered  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  hearingi 

:;!;jrchant8*  Bank  t.  Smlth.-aSrd  Hay,  1884. 

85-  Judgment— Nunc  pro  tunc. 

On  motion  of  appellant's  counsel,  Judgment  is  directed  to  be  entered 

nunepvij  tunc  as  of  the  day  of  argument,  one  of  the  parties  having  died  in 

the  interval. 

Merchants  Bank  of  Canada  t.  Keefer,— 12th  Januarj,  1889, 
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8o«  Jadirment,  nanc  pro  tnn^. 

On  motion  of  counsel  for  respondent,  supported  by  affidavit  shewing 
that  respondent  had  died  between  the  date  of  hearing  and  the  date  upon 
which  judgment  delivered,  the  court  directs  judgment  to  be  entered  nunc 
pro  tunc  as  of  the  day  of  hearing. 

Ontario  and  Uaebec  Ry.  Co.  t.  Phllbrlck.— 26th  May,  1886. 

87<  Jndvment,  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Where  the  judgment  of  the  court  was  amended  to  conform  to  the 
intention  of  the  court,  the  order  amending  declared  that  the  judgment 
should  read  nunc  pro  tunc. 

See  PRACTICE  91. 

88.  Jadgment— Motion  for  leave  u*  addrcHH  conrt  with  reference  toqaestlons 
dlHpoaed  of  by— Reference  to  Judire  In  Chambers. 

Counsel  for  respondent  moves  for  leave  to  address  court  on  question  of 
appointment  of  valuators  and  question  of  costs,  disposed  of  by  iinal  judgment 
of  court.    Referred  to  Tasohereau  J.  in  Chambers,  who  stating  to  the  court 
that  the  respondent  seeks  to  practically  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court 
the  motion  is  dismissed  with  costs. 

Beeves  t.  Gerrlken.-lOth  April,  1880. 

89.  JndKment— Application  to  vary. 

Motion  to  vary  minutes,  referred  to  Strong  J.  in  Chambers,  to  be  subse- 
quently heard  ^ro/orm^  before  the  court. 

Bickford  V.  Grand  Janction.— 8tb  June,  1878. 

80.  Judgment— Application  to  amend—"  Next  friend  "-Costs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  settled  and  entered,  having 
directed  that  the  costs  should  be  paid  by  the  appellant  to  the  respondent, 
on  application  of  respondent  the  order  was  amended  by  directing  that  the 
costs  should  be  paid.by  the  appellant's  "next  friend"  to  the  respondent, 
the  appellant  having  sued  and  prosecuted  the  appeal  by  his  next  friend. 

Ritchie  C.  J.  in  Chambers. 

.  Penrose  v.  Knl8;ht— 25th  Jone,  1879. 

81.  Jadsment-Aniendlng— Form  of.  In  patent  suit. 

In  a  suit  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  (See  Patent  of  Invention  1) 
the  final  judgment  in  appeal  was  sent  to  the  Registrar  of  the  Chancery  Divi- 
sioilof  the  High  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario  pursuant  to  section  46  S.  &  E. 
C.  Act.  The  order  directed  a  reference  to  the  master.  Upon  proceeding  to 
take  the  accounts  the  master  ruled  that,  "having  regard  to  the  allegations  in 
the  said  plaintiffs'  bill  of  complaint,  and  the  provisions  of  section  28  of  the 
Patent  Act,  the  measure  of  damages  and  account  of  profits  to  which  the  said 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  as  against  the  defendants,  under  the  said  judgment, 
should  be  based  upon  the  reasonable  price  per  machine  heretofore  charged 
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by  the  said  plaintiffs  as  and  for  a  royalty,  and  the  average  profit  per  machine 
heretofore  made  by  the  said  plaintiffs  on  sales  of  their  patented  invention, 
subject,  however,  to  any  right  the  said  plaintiffs  may  have  (1)  to  negative 
their  said  pleading,  and  (2)  to  show  by  evidence  or  otherwise  that  my  said 
ruling  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  and  account  of  profits  is  not  applicable 
to  the  case  of  their  patented  machine.'* 

This  ruling  was  appealed  from  to  Froudfoot  J.  who  sustained  the  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  the  order  directed  a  reference  as  to  profits  as  well  as 
damages,  including  damages  by  the  use  '  i  infringing  machines  by  persons 
who  had  bought  them  from  defendants,  and  that  the  order  being  dear  the 
pleadings  could  not  be  looked  at  to  assist  in  construing  it. 

The  defendants  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Divisional  Court,  and  also 
made  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court,  for  an  amendment  of  the  judg- 
ment of  that  court,  to  make  it  conform  to  the  judgments  pronounced. 

Held,  that  the  judgment  should  be  amended,  and  the  inquiry  as  to 
damages  limited  to  an  "  inquiry  whether  auy,  and  what  damages  have  been 
sustained  or  incurred  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  what  amount,  by  reason  of  the 
defendants  infringment  of  the  said  patent." 
/>  The  order  settled  by  the  Registrar  on  the  application  was  as  follows : — 

"  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada." 

[Judges  present.]  '^         .  [Date.] 

[Style  of  cause.]  •    •  -  '         ' 

"  Upon  the  petition  of  the  above  named  respondents,  John  Goldie  and 
"  Hugh  McCulIogh  presented  unto  this  court  this  day,  in  presence  of  coun- 
"  sel  for  the  above  named  plaintiffs  (the  appellants  in  this  court)  upon  hear- 
"  ing  read  the  petition  and  the  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  and  in  opposition 
"  thereto,  and  upon  hearing  what  was  alleged  by  counsel  for  all  parties,  this 
"  court,  for  the  purpose  of  removing  doubts  which  it  is  alleged  have  arisen 
"  as  to  the  construction  of  the  order  of  this  court,  dated  the  19th  day  of 
"  June,  A.D.,  1883,  made  in  the  said  cause,  doth  order  that  the  said  order  of 
'  "the  19th  day  of  June,  A.D,  1883,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  varied  and 
"  amended  to  read  nunc  pro  tunc,  as  follows,  namely : — 

"  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada." 

[Judges  present.]  ,  [Date.] 

[Style  of  cause.] 

"The  appeal  of  the  above  named  appellants  (plaintiffs)  from  the  order  of 
"  the  CTourt  of  Appeal  for  Ontario)  made  in  this  cause  on  the  30th  day  of 
"  June,  1882,  and  dismissing  the  appeal  of  the  said  appellants  from  the 
"  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  made  on  the  23rd  day  of  June,  1880,  com- 
"  ing  on  to  be  heard  before  this  court  on  the  28th,  29th  and  30th  days  of 
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"  November  laat,  in  the  presence  of  counsel  as  well  for  the  appellants  as  for 
«  the  respondents,  whereupon  and  upon  hearing  what  was  alleged  by  coun- 
"  sel  aforesaid,  this  court  was  pleased  to  direct  that  the  said  appeal  should 
"  stand  over  for  judgment,  and  the  same  coming  on  this  day  for  judgment, 
"  this  court  did  declare,  order  and  adjudge  that  the  said  appeal  should  be 
"  and  the  same  was  allowed. 

"  And  this  court  did  further  declare,  order  and  adjudge,  that  the  appel- 
"  lant  (plaintiff)  George  Thomas  Smith,  was  the  first  and  true  inventor  of 
"  the  invention  described  and  claimed  in  the  letters  patent  No.  2257,  men- 
"  tioned  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  appellant's  (plaintiff's)  re-amended 
"  bill  of  complaint ;  that  the  said  letters  patent  are  good,  valid  and  in  full 
"  force  and  effect,  and  that  the  appellant  (plaintiff)  George  Thomas  Smith 
"  has  been  from  the  date  thereof  and  still  is  entitled  thereunder  to  the 
"  exclusive  right,  privilege  and  liberty  of  making,  constructing  and  using, 
"  and  vending  to  others  to  be  used,  the  invention  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
"  the  said  plaintiff's  reamended  bill  of  complaint,  described  as  follows : 

"*  In  combination  with  the  bolting  surface  of  a  flour  bolt,  through  which 
"  a  current  of  air  is  made'  to  pass  by  means  of  an  air  chamber  and  a  fan,  or 
"  its  equivalent,  a  brush  or  series  of  brushes  arranged  to  traverse  the  under 
"  surface  of  said  bolt  substantially  for  the  purpose  set  forth  in  the  said  let-  , 
"  ters  patent  and  the  specifications  thereto,  of  cleaning  the  belt  of  particles  > 
"  of  flour  adhering  thereto,'  subject  to  such  right  as  his  co-plaintiffs  now  have 
"  under  the  assignments  and  licenses  in  the  said  bill  of  complaint  set  forth ; 
"  that  the  patents  1739  and  1793  in  the  respondents'  (defendants')  answer 
"  mentioned  were  never  valid  and  form  no  defence  to  the  appellant's  (plain- 
*'  tiffs)  said  patent,  and  that  the  machines  constructed  by  the  respondents 
"  (defendants)  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  are  infringements  of  the  said  let- 
"  ters  patent  of  the  said  George  Thomas  Smith,  and  that  the  appellants 
"  (plaintiffs)  aro  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the  tfaid  respondents 
"  (defendants)  and  each  of  them  and  their  and  each  of  their  servants,  work- 
"  men  and  agents,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  letters  patent,  or  any 
"  extension  of  them,  from  making,  constructing,  using,  or  vending  to  others 
« to  be  used,  any  machine  containing  the  same  combination  as  the  said 
"  machines  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  or  only  colourably  differing  there- 
"  from,  or  any  other  machine  constructed  according  to  or  involving  the 
■  "  appfellants'  (plaintiff^s)  said  patented  invention,  or  only  colourably  differ- 
''  ing  therefrom,  or  being  an  inMngement  of  the  appellants'  (plaintiffs')  said 
"  patent,  or  causing  or  procuring  the  same  to  be  infringed. 

«  And  that  the  appellants  (plaintiffs)  are  entitled  to  have  respondents 
"  (defendants)  discover  upon  oath  all  the  machines  in  their  possession  or 
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«  made,  used  or  sold  by  or  for  them,  or  either  of  them,  containing  the  com- 
"  bination  hereinbefore  set  forth,  and  of  the  names  of  the  purchasers  thereof, 
"  and  that  the  appellants  (plaintiffs)  are  entitled  to  an  inquiry  wheth  t  any 
"  and  what  damages  have  been  sustained  by  the  appellants  (plaintiffs)  and 
"  to  what  amount,  by  reason  of  the  respondents'  (defendants')  infringement 
"  of  said  patent,  such  damages  to  be  limited  to  six  years  previous  to  the 
"  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  that  the  appellants  (plain- 
"  tiffs)  are  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  such  sum  of  money  as  upon 

>  4  "  such  inquiry  shall  be  found  fit  to  be  awarded  to  the  appellants  (plaintiffs) 
"  for  such  damages  as  aforesaid,  within  one  month  after  the  filing  of  the 
«  master's  report ;  and  the  said  appellants  (plaintifid)  are  entitled  to  be  paid 
"  the  coBts  of  this  suit  including  costs  incurred  by  them  in  the  Court  of 
"  Chancery  or  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario, 
"  and  also  in  this  court,  forthwith  after  taxation  thereof,  and  for  the  purposes 
"  aforesaid  this  cause  is  referred  back  to  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High 
"  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario,  to  make  such  orders  and  directions  as  may  be 
,  "  necessary ;  and  this  court  did  further  order  that  the  Registrar  of  this  court 
"  do  deliver  up  to  the  appellants  and  respondents  the  exhibits  filed  or 
"  deposited  herein  by  them  respectively. 

Bmith  V.  Goldle.- 9th  December,  1S85. 

■     ■-»_.',    ■   f '    *.. .' 

92.  JadKoient—Anicndlntr— Power  of  conrt  over  its  own  Jndarments. 

Motion  to  amend  the  final  judgment  in  appeal.  The  court  when  deliver- 
ing judgment  stated  that  a  sum  of  $2,399  should  be  awarded  to  plaintiff.  The 
order  in  appeal  providing  for  the  payment  of  that  sum  was  settled  and  sent 
to  the  court  below.  Counsel  for  appellant  contended  that  it  clearly  appeared 
there  had  been  an  error  in  the  calculation,  and  that  in  arriving  at  the  sum 
awarded  certain  sums  had  been  twice  deducted,  depriving  the  plaintiff  of  a 
sum  of  $3,218.98.  Counsel  for  respondent  contended  that  it  did  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  reasons  for  judgment  that  an  error  had  been  made,  and 
therefore  the  application  was  in  the  nature  of  a  re-hearing.  Under  the 
practice  of  the  Privy  Council  this  could  not  be  allowed. 

-    '    Hcltl,  that  it  being  clear  that  by  oversight  or  mistake  an  error  had 

• '  ? .   occurred,  the  court  had  power  of  its  own  motion  to  amend  its  judgment  to 

make  it  conform  to  the  intention  of  the  court  and  the  principles  upon  which 

■^ '    its  judgm        was  based.    Order  to  be  made  directing  the  Registrar  to  call 

'  ^'-'      upon  the  proper  oflicer  of  the  court  below  to  have  the  judgment  of  the  court 

retiumed  to  be  amended.    (See  Montreal  Ass.  Co.  v.  McGillivray,  11  LC. 
R.  325.) 

Battray  t<  ToDns;."18th  Marcit,  18S6. 

I 
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93.  Jndvment— Notion   to  reveriie  In   aceordnnee  with  Judyment  of  Privy 
Council. 

Counsel  for  appellants  moves  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 

Court  m  pursuance  of  judgment  of  Privy  Council. 

Hold,  that  the  court  has  no  power  to  entertain  such  an  application. 

Citizens  Int.  Co.  t.  Panon8."13tli  Janaary,  1882. 

94.  JTadvment— Appeal  trom  Mettlement  of  mlnntes  of. 

In  this  case  (See  Banks  and  Banking  12)  the  respondent  appealed  to  a 
Judge  in  chambers  from  the  settlement*  of  the  minutes  of  the  judgment,  on 
the  ground  of  material  error  as  to  the  amoimt  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the 
appellant  ($8,655.13),  which  amount  he  contended  ought  to  be  only  $3,200.60, 
according  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
appellant  should  be  condemned  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  own  appeal  before 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Held,  that  the  application  should  be  dismissed. 

Per  Foumier  J.  —The  respondents  by  their  motion  of  the  6th  of  April 
last  appealed  from  the  settling  of  the  minutes  of  the  judgment  pronounced 
by  this  court  on  the  8th  March,  1886,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  an  error 
in  the  figures  of  the  draft  minutes  settled  by  the  Registrar,  which  brought 
the  amount  of  the  judgment '  in  question  up  to  $8,656.13,  whereas  it  ought 
only  to  have  been  $3,200.60,  alleging  that  the  difference  between  the  said  two 
sums,  namely,  $5,455.53,  is  not  put  in  question  by  the  pleadings  of  the  parties, 
and  that  in  consequence,  that  part  of  the  judgment  is  null,  because  it  goes 
further  than  the  demand  (ultra  petita.) 

This  reason  is  without  foundation,  because  the  said  sum  of  $5,455.53,  paid 
by  the  fault  and  negligence  of  Louis  Molleur,  jr.,  to  the  assignee  Auger, 
as  dividends  on  contested  claims  by  Lamoureux,  formed  part  of  the  $25,251.55 
advanced  by  Molleur  and  the  Bank  of  St.  John  to  Lamoureux  by  the  deed 
of  16th  May,  1876.  And  the  said  sum  is  put  in  question  by  the  last  part  of 
the  conclusions  of  the  action  formally  demanding  an  account  of  sums 
received  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  the  16th  May,  1876,  in  the  terms,  "and  of 
"  the  money  by  him  paid  or  received  for  him  or  on  his  account  since  the 
"execution  of  the  deed  (16th  May,  1876)  in  discharge  of  the  advances  made 
"  or  promised  by  the  defendant  as  representing  the  said  party  impleaded  (the 
bank)." 

But  the  said  sum  not  only  formed  part  of  the  matter  in  dispute  in  this 
case,  but  was  also  the  object  of  a  special  provision  in  favor  of  the  respondents 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Cowet  sitting  at  St.  John's,  P.  Q.,  dated 
29  January,  1883,. declaring  that  no  sum  should  be  deducted  from  that  of 
$25,25 1.55,  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  assignment  (16th  May,  1876),  as  repre- 
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senting  the  amount  of  any  contested  claim,  although  the  defendant  Molleur 
for  the  said  bank,  paid  to  the  assignee  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  (25,- 
251.55.  This  court  by  its  judgment  over-ruled  that  part  of  the  judgment  of 
the  said  Superior  Court,  and  has  adjudged  and  decided*  on  the  contrary,  that 
the  said  sum  as  representing  the  amount  of  contested  claims  ought  to  be 
deducted  from  the  {25,251.55  for  ti>  j  reasons  specified  in  its  judgment.  Con- 
sequently I  hold  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  and 
that  the  draft  minutes  settled  by  the  Registrar  is  in  accordance  with  the 

-'     judgment  pronounced  by  the  court.     Motion  dismissed  with  oosta  fixed 

at  $20. 

Lamoureax  v.  Mollear.— Slst  May,  1886, 

95.  Hatter  In  dispute— Affidavit  as  to  value  of. 

Upon  counsel  undertaking  to  file  an  affidavit  shewing  matter  in  dispute 
to  be  over  $2,000,  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  is  proceeded  with. 

McCorkUl  T.  Knight. -Slst  January.  1879. 

96.  Parties— Amending  record.  Gff^^'ir.'i      '..!•■.■■ 

.  „•..  Under  the  practice  in  Nova  Scotia,  where  the  wife  is  improperly  joined 
as  co-plaintiff  with  the  husband,  the  suit  does  not  abate,  but  the  wife's  name 
must  be  struck  out  of  the  record. 

Caldwell  r.  Stadacona  F.  &  I.  Ins.  Co.— lath  January,  1883. 

97.  Parties— Application  to  add  a  party  as  co-respondent— Rale  86  S.  €.— 
Art.  1S4  O.  C.  P.-Bnie  88  S.  O. 

Motion  under  rule  36  S.  C.  to  add  E.  B.  as  a  co-respondent,  on  the  ground 

that  he  had  obtained  a  notarial  assignment  from  the  respondents  of  all  their 

interest  in  the  suit.    The  suit  had  been  instituted  by  the  plaintiff  tn  fortnd 

pauperis,   and  judgment   given  by  the  Superior  Court   condemning   the 

defendants  (appellants)  to  pay  $1,200.    This  judgment  had  been  affirmed 

by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    The  alleged  assignment  had  been  made 

after  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  Superior  Court  and  before  the  appeal  jO 

,     the  Queen's  Bench,  but  no  application  had  been  made  to  the  latter  court  to 

make  E.  B.  a  party. 

>.;  The  contention  on  behalf  of  appellants  was  that  under  Art.  154  C.  C.  P. 

an  intervention  could  be  had  or  ^irced  at  any  ume  before  final  judgment; 

■;,;     and  if  any  question  as  to  liability  of  the  person  sought  to  be  added  should 

arise,  the  court  could  remit  the  case  under  rule  38  S.  C.  to  the  Superior 

Court  to  have  such  question  decided. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  object  of  the  application  was  to  have  a  party 
who  would  be  answerable  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Held,  thai  the  application  should  have  been  made  at  the  earliest  oppor- 
tunity to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  assignment  to  E.  B.  having  been 
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made  before  the  appeal  to  that  court.  The  question  as  to  the  liability  of 
E.  B.  to  be  forced  into  the  cause  as  a  party  was  not  one  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  called  upon  to  decide.  The 
appeal  should  be  heard  on  the  case  as  settled  in  and  transmitted  by  the  court 
below.  (Henry  J.  dissenting.)    Motion  dismissed  with  costs  fixed  at  |25. 

'•  Dorion  T.  CrowIey.--19th  Marcb,  1886, 

98.  Privy  Council,  application  for  leave  to  appeal  to.  .    .. 

The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  either  to  refuse  or  grant  an  application  for 
leave  to  appeal  to  the  Privy  C!ouncil. 

Kelly  T.  8uliTan.-21st  Janaary,  1877. 

^      Moore  T.  GonnectiCDt  Mntaal  ID)}.  Co.-9tli  April,  1880. 

Queen  Ins.  Go.  Parsons.— 2l8t  Jane,  1880. 

Notice  of  intention  to  make  such  an  application  should  not  be  put  on 
the  motion  paper. 

Nasmlth  r.  Manning.-  4th  March,  1881. 

v8.  gnashing:  appeal. 

Motion  to  quash  an  election  appeal  directed  to  stand  over  till  hearing 
of  the  appeal,  as  too  important  to  be  disposed  of  on  summary  application. 

Charlevoix  Election  Case.-18th  Febrnary,  1879. 

100.  Security— ITo  power  to  dispense  wlth-Appeal  in  forma  pauperis— Petl' 
tlon  for— Allowance  of  appeal— Sees.  24  and  79  >^.  C.  Act. 

The  Supreme  Court,  or  a  judge  thereof,  has  no  power  to  allow  an  appeal 
in  formd  pauperis,  or  to  dispense  with  the  giving  of  the  security  required  by 
the  statute.    Approving  of  the  security  is  a  mode  of  allowing  the  appeal. 

Section  24  of  the  S.  &  E.  C.  Act  does  not  give  the  court  power  to  allow 
appeals,  because  her  M^esty  may  be  recommended  to  allow  appeals  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  nor  is  it  in  the  power  of  the  judges 
of  the  court  to  make  rules  or  orders  for  the  allowance  of  appeals.  Nor  does 
sec.  79  of  the  S.  &  E.  C.  Act  give  the  court  or  a  judge  any  power  to  grant  or  to 
make  rules  for  granting  the  prayer  of  a  petition  to  be  allowed  to  have  or 
prosecute  an  appeal  in  formd  pauperis. 

Fournier  J.  in  chambers.  Eraser  v.  Abbott.— 22nd  Febrnary,  1878, 

Richards  C.J.  in  chambers.  "  16th  March,  1878. 

101.  Security  for  costs— Application  for,  when  to  be  made -Petition  ofrii^lit. 

Where,  by  a  letter  addressed  to  the  suppliant,  the  Secretary-  of  the 
Public  Works  Department  stated,  that  he  was  desired  by  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  to  offer  the  sum  of  $3,950  in  full  settlement  of  the  suppliant's 
claim  against  the  department,  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  for 
security  for  costs  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  power  of  ordering  a 
party  to  give  security  for  costs,  being  a  matter  of  discretion  and  not  of  abso- 
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.  lute  right,  the  Crown  in  this  case  could  suffer  no  inconyenienoe  from  not 
getting  security,  as  well  as  on  the  ground  of  delay  in  making  the  application. 
Application  for  security  for  costs  in  the  Exchequer  Court  must  bo  made 
within  the  time  allowed  for  filing  statement  in  defence,  except  under  special 
circumstances.    By  Richards  C.J.  in  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Canada. 

Wood  V.  The  Queen.— vll,  63, 

102.  Cos<M-Secnrit)r  for  costs  of  »pp«al— Sapreme  itnd  Kxctacqner  Court  Act 
nee,  31— Supreme  Court  Bule  6— Court  of  Kevlew  p.  <|.)  no  ikppenl  dirMt 
from. 

The  following  certificate  was  fyled  with  the  printed  case,  as  complying 
with  Rule  6  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rules  :  "  We,  the  undersigned,  joint  pro- 
thonotary  for  the  Superior  Court  of  Lower  Canada,'  now  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  said  defendant  has  deposited  in  our 
office,  on  the  twentieth  day  of  November  last,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars, as  security  in  appeal  in  this  cose,  before  the  Supreme  Court,  according 
to  section  (31)  thirty-first  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act,  passed  in  the  thirty- 
eighth  year  of  her  Miyesty,  chapter  second.  Montreal,  I7th  January,  1878. 
Signed,  Hubert,  Honey  &  Gendron,  P.S.C."  Hold,  on  motion  to  quash 
appeal,  that  the  deposit  of  the  sum  of  $500,  in  the  hands  of  the  prothono- 
tary  of  the  court  below,  made  by  appellant,  without  a  certificate  that  it  was 
made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  appealed  from,  or  any  of  its  judges,  was 
nugatory  and  ineffectual  as  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Per  Taschereau  J. — ^The  case  should  be  sent  back  to  the  court  below  in 
order  that  a  proper  certificate  might  be  obtained. 

Per  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ.— That  an  appeal  does  not  lie  from  the 
Court  of  Review  (P.Q.)  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.    Henry  J.  contra. 

The  apneal  was  quashed  with  costs,  which  included  the  general  costs  of 

:  respondent  up  to  time  motion  made.    The  full  fee  of  $25  was  taxed  by  the 

,     Registrar  on  hearing  of  motion.  This  was  increased  by  fiat  of  Foumier  J.  to  1100. 

..  y, ,  n,-:  '    .^:  ,.r^^  .ir^,5,^.«M: ../  <>  -:.-...  ,u:       Mcdonald  v.  Abbott-Ill,  m 

103.  Security,  allowance  of-Order*  made  by  court  below  after. 

Orders  made  in  a  cause  by  the  court  below  after  the  allowance  of  the 
appeal  and  giving  of  the  security  disregarded  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

Lakin  t.  Unttall.-ili,  001. 

104.  security— Allowance  of— Judge  of  court  below  functus  ofDclo. 

When  a  judge  of  the  court  below  has  made  an  order  allowing  the 
security,  he  is  functus  officio,  and  the  appeal  is  then  subject  to  the  jurisdic 
tion  of  the  Supreme  Court.  No  application  can  be  made  to  the  judge  or  the 
full  court  below  to  rescind  the  order.  Any  application  must  be  thereafter 
made  to  the  Supreme  Court  or  a  judge  thereof. 

Walmesli  T.  erifflth8.-7tli  December,  iiiSS. 
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105.  N«riirily-Allownn<<e  of— A  ntity  of  proe««dinff«  In  roiirt  b«low—4'4MU. 

The  Supreme  Court  allowed  an  appoui  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  directing  a  reference  which  had  been  partly  proceeded  with  after  the 
allowance  of  the  security. 

The  solicitor  for  the  appellant  desired  the  Registrar  to  insert  a  provision 
in  the  order  in  appeal  of  the  Mupremc^  Court  specially  "  including  the  costs 
of  and  attending  the  reference."    The  llegistrar  referred  the  point  to  the 
Chief  Justice  in  chambern  and  his  lordship  stated  his  opinion  to  be  that  the 
Snpreme  Court  could  not  recognize  any  proceedings  taken  in  the  court  below 
after  the  allowance  of  the  security,  which  acted  as  a  stay  of  all  proceedings, 
except  of  execution  in  cases  provided  for  by  sec.  32  of  the  S.  &  B.  C.  Act.    If 
proceedings  had  been  taken  in  the  court  below  which  should  not  have  been 
taken,  application  should  be  made  to  that  court  with  reference  to  such  pro- 
ceedings.   The  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  provide  generally  for  tlie 
payment  of  all  costs  incurred  by  the  appellant.    See  Partnership  6. 

Starrs  t.  OoHgrave  Brewing  A  Maltlog  Co.-17tb  April,  1886. 

lOo.  S«ciirity  for  cn«tii  of  appeal  allowed  to  be  v^ven  by  Jadveof  M.  Ct.  nnder 
nee.  81  H.  A  E.  C.  Act,  an  amended  by  N«r.  E4  H.  O.  A.  Act,  1879— Vacation. 

The  following  facta  appeared  by  affidavit :— On  the  27th  June,  1881, 
judgment  was  rendered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  (Begbie 
C.J.  and  Crease  J.  present,)  on  motion  for  judgment  on  demurrers  of  defen- 
dants to  plaintiff's  declaration,  over-ruling  demurrers,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  on  motion  for  judgment  on  verdict  previously  rendered  by  a  jury 
on  the  trial  of  issues  of  fact,  allowing  plaintiff  to  enter  judgment  for  $5,000 
the  amount  of  said  verdict.  On  the  4th  July  following  defendants'  solicitor 
served  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  on  plaintLOfs 
solicitor  and  of  his  intention  to  apply  to  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  S.  Ct.  of  B. 
C.  next  day  for  allowance  of  such  appeal  upon  giving  of  such  security  as 
might  be  lawfully  required.  On  the  5th  July  defendants'  solicitor  attended 
before  the  Ch.  J.  who  refused  to  allow  an  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the 
judgment  on  the  demurrers  was  the  judgment  of  the  fiill  court,  but  judg- 
ment on  motion  for  judgment  on  verdict  was  his  own  judgment  from  which 
no  appeal  would  lie  until  re-heard  before  the  full  court,  and  that  under  the 
Local  Administi^tion  of  Justice  Act,  1881,  a  full  court  could  not  be  held 
until  the  lapse  of  about  a  year  from  that  date.  The  defendants'  solicitor 
then  and  several  times  afterwards  tendered  to  the  Ch.  J.  and  to  the  Registrar 
of  said  court  the  smu  of  $6,500,  $6,000  having  been  asked  by  plaintiff's 
solicitor  as  security  under  sec.  32  sub  see.  5  of  the  S.  &  E.  Ct.  Act,  and  $500 
being  as  security  for  the  costs  of  appeal,  but  the  Ch.  J.  refused  to  allow  it  to 
be  paid  into  court. 


406 

Practice — Continued.  *  ^■ 

On  the  1 1th  July,  1881,  the  Ch.  J.  of  B.  C.  ordered  tbb^  upon  paying  to 
the  plaintitr  91,000  and  his  taxed  oosta  of  suit,  execution  should  be  stayed 
and  defendants  have  leave  within  four  daytt  after  next  sitting  of  full  court 
to  move  Huch  court  for  a  rehearing  of  the  argument  on  the  demurrers,  and 
to  move  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  enter  judgment  for  defendants. 

On  the  23rd  August,  1881,  the  agent  of  defendants  applied  to  Strong  J. 
in  chambers  for  leave  to  give  security.  The  application  was  refused  because 
made  in  vacation  and  not  on  notice. 

On  the  13th  September  following  the  agent  for  defendants'  solicitor 
renewed  his  application  to  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  Canada. 

An  order  was  made  allowing  defendants  to  pay  into  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  Can. 
$500  as  security  for  the  costs  of  appeal. 

Per  Foumier  J.  in  chambers.  ■  '   \<  "  ■.  ■  '  i  .' 

*  Bank  of  B.  N.  A.  v.  Walker.— 13th  September,  istil. 

10  7  •  Secnrlty  -  Appeal— Tbe  conatlintlonallty  ofitcc.  4S  Ontario  Judicata  r« 
Act  doabted— Security  ror  cowts  allowed  to  be  fflveu  under  aec.  81  H.  A 
E.  Ct.  Act  ait  amended  by  «ec.  14  B.  C.  Am.  Act,  1870. 

On  the  15th  day  of  September,  1882,  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal 
for  Ontario,  in  which  the  defendants  were  appellants  and  the  plaintiff  was 
respondent,  was  dismissed.  The  matter  in  controversy  in  t'.^  action 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  $576.30,  exclusive  of  costs.  The  defendants,  on  said 
15th  day  of  September,  applied  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  under  section  43  of 
the  Judicature  Act  of  Ontario,  for  special  leave  to  appeal  from  judgment  of 
said  Court  of  Appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  the  Court  of 
Appeal  refused  to  grant  such  special  leave.  The  defendants  thereupon 
made  an  application  to  Mr.  Justice  Fournier  in  Chambers  for  leave  to  appeal 
from  said  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  or  for  an  order  that  defendants 
be  at  liberty  to  give  proper  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  or  a  judge  thereof,  that  they  would  effectually  prosecute  their  appeal, 
or  for  such  further  or  other  order  as  the  judge  or  court  might  direct.  This 
application  was  made  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1882,  being  within  thirty 
days  after  the  said  judgment  was  pronoimced.  Mr.  Justice  Fournier,  finding 
that  the  point  as  to  the  validity  of  the  section  in  question  of  the  Judica* 
ture  Act  of  Ontario  had  been  raised  by  the  application,  referred  it  to  the 
full  court. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  court  expressed  great  doubts  as  to 
the  constitutionality  of  the  43rd  section  of  the  Ontario  Statute,  but  as  the 
appellant's  counsel  abandoned  the  first  alternative  of  his  motion  the  court, 
exercising  the  powers  conferred  by  the  31st  section  of  the  Supreme  and 
Exchequer  Court  Act,  1875,  as  amended  by  the  14th  section  of  the  Supreme 
Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879,  Ordered  that  the  second  alternative  of  the 
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■aid  motion  should  be  granted,  and  that  tlie  said  appellant  •hoiild  he  at 
liberty  to  pay  the  sum  of  |500  into  the  Supreme  Court  to  tho  credit  of  the 
Registrar  thereof  an  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

ForrUtol  v.  McDonald  (18  O.L.J.  4ai).-Uh  NoTenlMr,  1881. 

108<||«cnrity— Application  forallowanee  of. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  defendant  for  approval  of  Mourity  and  aUovranoe  of 
appeal. 

Held,  that  a  similar  application  having  been  made  to  Owynne  J.,  in 
chambers,  and  refused,  and  the  application  being  in  any  event  one  which 
should  be  made  in  chambers,  the  application  could  not  be  entertained. 

MacITab  v.  Wagler.-a2nd  rebrnary,  1884. 

109«Necarlty— Application  for  leave  to  vlve— S.AE.  C.  A.  aecfl.  as  and  86— H.C 
A. A.  1879,  sec.  14. 

Appellant  had  applied  to  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario, 
under  sec.  26  of  the  S.  &  E.  C.  A.,  for  further  time  to  appeal.  After  considering 
all  the  circumstances,  the  Judge  refused  the  application.  The  appellant 
then  applied  to  Ritchie  G.  J.,  8.  C,  in  chambers,  for  leave  to  give  security 
imder  sec.  31,  S.  &  E.C.  A.,  as  amended  by  sec.  14,  S.C.  A.  A.  1879. 

Held,  that  the  application  must  be  refused  with  costs. 

The  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that  the  parties  having  applied  to  a 

Judge  of  the  Court  below,  who  was  familiar  with  and  had  considered  all  the 

facts,  the  decision  of  such  Judge  ought  not  to  be  interfered  with,  even  if  a 

Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  were  not  bound  as  to  time  by  sec.  25,  S.  &  £.  C.  A. 

He  was  inclined  to  hold,  however,  that  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court, 

or  a  Judge  thereof,  for  leave  to  give  security  pursuant  to  sec.  31,  S.  &  L.  C.  A., 

as  amended,  should  be  made  within  the  time  limited  by  sec.  25,  or  such 

further  time  as  a  Judge  of  the  Court  below  may  have  allowed  under  sec.  26. 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J.,  in  chambers. 

Walmsley  t.  Grtfflths— 14tb  Jannarir,  1885. 

[The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  has  held  that  no  appeal  lies  to  that 
Court  from  a  judgment  of  a  Judge  of  that  Court  extending  time  for  appeal- 
ing, under  sec.  26,  8.  and  E.  C.  A.  NeUl  v.  Travellers  Insurance  Co.  9  Ont. 
App.  R.  54.] 

HO.  TecbnlcAl  objection. 

Technical  objection  not  taken  in  the  court  below,  cannot  be  allowed  to 
prevail  in  appeal,  following  the  rule  of  the  Privy  Council. 
Per  Taschereau  J. 

See  CONTRACT  10. 
111.  Time— ikppllcntlon  for  further  time  in  appeal  from  B.C. 

On  the  12th  October,  1881,  the  agent  for  defendants'  solicitor  applied 
for  three  months  further  time  to  file  the  case  and  fiaotums,  showing  by  affi- 
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(larit  that  the  day  tho  onler  had  been  made  by  a  judge  of  Supreme  Court, 
allowing  95<)0  to  be  paid  into  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  aa  neourity  for 
the  costs  of  appt>al,  the  13th  September,  18S2,  the  $500  had  been  paid  in  ; 
that  the  next  day  tho  pa})eni  had  been  mailed  to  the  defendanta'  aolioitor  at 
Victoria,  B.  C,  to  enablo  him  to  proscoute  his  appeal ;  that  a  letter  took 
about  three  weeks  to  reach  Victoria  from  Ottawa  ;  that  he  had  on  tho  7th 
October  received  a  telegram  (produced)  from  clefendanta'  solicitor,  saying : 
"Papers  just  received;  get  time  extended,"  and  that  he  verily  believed 
unless  three  months  further  time  was  granted  to  prepare  and  print  case  and 
factums  and  transmit  them,  grave  it^justice  would  be  done. 

An  order  was  thereupon  made  giving  until  1st  December  then  next  to 
have  case  printed  and  filed  with  the  Registrar  of  the  Supromo  Court  of 
of  Canada. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  in  chambers.     ^'    >    ■  <     '•    *<  '  »*' 

'' '  vi      Bank  of  B.H.A.  v.  Walker.— 19tb  October,  1881. 

112.  Time,  appllcMtlon  to  extend— When  lln^lt  Used  by  order  of  full  court 
wltbln  which  ciwtc  to  be  Hied— i-nae.  not  nettled  thronvh  delay  of  r««|M>n« 
dent— Further  time  itlven  »nd  re«pondeut  ordered  to  pay  the  coatN. 

On  the  12th  September,  1882,  the  agents  of  the  defendants'  solicitor 
moved  before  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  (in  ohambers), 
for  an  order  to  extend  the  time  mentioned  in  the  order  of  the  court  of  the 
22nd  June,  1882,  for  filing  the  case  (see  Damages  25,  at  page  123,)  until  the 
1st  .January,  1883,  or  for  an  order  that  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  issue  to  the 
Supreme  C!ourt  of  B.  C.  or  to  the  Chief  Justice,  or  the  Registrar  thereof,  to 
bring  up  all  the  papers  in  said  cause,  or  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  under  the 
order  of  the  22nd  June,  1882,  until  application  could  be  made  to  the  full 
court  at  its  next  session  for  such  relief  as  the  appellants  might  be  entitled 
to,  or  for  an  order  allowing  defendants  to  file  a  printed  copy  of  "  case  "  then 
produced  as  the  "case"  required  by  sec.  29  of  the  S.  &  E.  C.  Act,  1875,  not- 
withstanding the  same  had  not  been  transmitted  by  the  Registrar  of  the 
Sup.  Ct.  of  6.  C,  nor  certified  under  the  seal  of  that  court,  or  for  such  other 
order  as  the  parties  might  be  deemed  entitled  to. 

Upon  hearing  the  parties  and  reading  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the 
application,  his  lordship  the  Chief  Justice  enlarged  the  motion  to  be  heard 
before  the  full  court  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  session,  gave  permission  to 
the  parties  to  file  further  affidavits  to  be  used  upon  said  motion,  the  same 
being  first  served  upon  the  solicitors  of  the  respective  opposite  parties  in  B. 
C,  and  stayed  all  proceedings  under  the  order  of  the  22nd  June,  1882,  until 
the  hearing  of  the  motion  before  the  full  court  and  the  final  disposition 
thereof. 
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On  the2r>th  Ootobor  1882,  the  motion  wan  heard  before  tlie  full  court.  In 
support  of  it  utlldavitH  were  read  by  couiixel  for  the  defendantH  to  the  cifeot : 
thai  the  order  of  the  22nd  June,  1 882,  reached  the  defendantH*  Holioitor  on 
the  i2th  July  following.  On  the  i8tb  July  ho  left  a  draft  copy  of  the  "oaae" 
with  the  Chief  Justice  of  Sup.  Ct.  of  B.  C,  and  obtained  from  him  and  served 
upon  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiiF  an  appointment  to  lettle  the  "casu"  on  the 
25th  July ;  that  on  the  2ftth  July  the  draft  ccny  of  the  "<iaso  "  was  handed 
to  the  couuHel  for  i)laintiff'  for  his  peraual,  and  the  Chief  Justice  appointed 
the  27  th  July  to  settle  it;  that  on  the  27  th  July  the  Chief  Justice  settled  the 
"caHe"  and  handed  it  to  defendants'  solicitor,  who  immediately  put  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  printer,  and  who  corrected  the  proof  and  handed  the  printed 
sheets  as  t  ey  were  ready  to  respondents'  counsel;  that  on  the  16th  AugUHt 
all  the  printed  sheets,  with  the  exception  of  the  last  two  or  three  pages,  wore 
banded  to  the  Registrar  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  B.  C,  who  said  the  Chief  Justice 
wished  to  see  all  the  riheets,  and  they  were  all  banded  to  the  Registrar  next 
day  with  the  original  as  settled,  and  the  solicitor  made  an  appointment  to 
apply  for  his  certificate  on  the  following  day ;  that  he  attended  tho  Chief 
Justice  by  request,  who  proposed  to  revise  and  alter  the  printed  copy  of  his 
charge  and  judgment,  and  who  said  he  would  hand  to  the  Registrar  a  page  of 
corrections  and  additions  to  be  printed ;  that  upon  requesting  the  Registrar 
to  certify  the  "  case,"  be  refused  to  do  so,  after  consulting  the  Chief  Justice,  on 
tho  ground  that  the  Chief  Justice  instructed  him  it  was  not  properly  corrected ; 
that  tho  "  oaue  "  so  handed  to  the  Registrar  for  his  cortiiicate  was  a  true  and 
complete  copy  of  the  "  case  "  as  settled  by  the  Chief  Justice,  and  contained 
every  document  handed  in  at  the  trial  as  evidence ;  that  the  utmost 
diligence  had  been  used,  and  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  alter  or 
reprint  the  "  case  "  in  whole  or  in  part  and  file  it  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  Order  of  the  22nd  June,  '82 ;  that  upon  refusal  of  the  Registrar  to 
certify  he  had  on  the  2lBt  August,  1882,  taken  out  a  summons  calling  upon 
the  plaintiii  and  Registrar  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  B.  C.  to  shew  cause  why  the 
Registrar  should  not  be  directed  to  transmit  the  "  case  "  settled  on  the  27th 
July,  1882,  to  the  Registrar  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada ;  that  no  evidence 
was  offered  in  opposition  to  such  application ;  that  the  Chief  Justice  stated 
that  he  had  settled  the  MS8.  "  case,"  but  had  not  compared  the  printed  copy 
with  the  MiSS.,  and  he  ought  to  have  had  the  opportunity  of  revising  the  proof 
sheets,  and  until  he  had  done  so  he  did  not  consider  that  the  "  case  "  was 
settled ;  that  counsel  had  thereupon  suggested  that  the  MSS.  copy  might 
be  transmitted,  but  the  Chief  Justice  refused  to  make  any  order  upon  the 
said  application ;  and  that  the  Registrar  of  the  court  below  had  been 
requested  either  to  return  the  original  "  case  "  to  the  defendants'  solicitor, 
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or  send  it  to  the  Registrar  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  C,  but  had  replied  that  the 
Chief  Justice  was  using  it. 
.  :,t  On  behalf  of  the  plainti^  was  read  an  affidavit  of  the  Registrar  of  the 

•>'>  Sup.  Ct.  of  fi.C.  to  the  effect  that  no  draft  MSS.  «  case  "  settled  by  the  CJ.of 
the  Sup.  Ct.  of  B.  C.  had  been  filed  with  him ;  that  there  had  been  a  refer- 
ence to  the  C.  J.  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  on  the  27th  July  then  last 
(1882)  to  settle  some  points  of  disputed  evidence,  and  the  points  so  referred 
were  settled  by  the  C.  J.,  but  that  he  was  informed  by  the  C.  J.  that  except 

■a:  as  aforesaid  no  "  case"  was  settled  by  him,  and  no  completed  "  case  "  was  ever 
submitted  to  him  for  revision  until  a  bound  "  case  "  was  handed  to  him. 
An  affidavit  of  the  counsel  who  had  appeared  for  plaintiff  before  the 
■  C.J.  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  B.C.  on  the  27th  July,  1882,  stated  that  he  attended  to 
settle  the  MSS.  "case  "  as  far  as  prepared ;  that  none  of  the  exhibits  or  docu- 
ments which  were  produced  at  the  trial,  or  the  judgments,  were  then  printed 
or  submitted  to  him,  and  he  (the  defendant)  never  settled,  the  "case" 
printed;  that  certain  parts  of  the  evidence  were  greatly  incorrect  and  not 

'-.^  in  accordance  with  the  notes  of  the  C.-J.  who  tried  the  case;  and  that 
several  documents  which  were  produced  in  evidence  were  omitted  from  the 
"  case,"  and  that  he  had  requested  them  to  be  inserted,  without  effect. 

And  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintifi's  solicitor  stated  that  on  the  application 
made  on  the  return  of  the  summons  of  the  21st  August,  1832,  he  had  found 

'  '.     the  "  case  "  incorrect  in  certain  particulars,  and  had  consented  to  the  "  case " 

,  -    going  forward  if  these  were  corrected. 

Counsel  for  both  parties  were  heard,  and  counsel  for  defendants  stated 

^    that  if  any  part  of  the  record  had  been  omitted  from  the  "  case  "  they  were 

i    and  had  been  ready  to  have  it  added. 

.;  •      The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  was  of  opinion  that  whether  the  "  case" 

had  been  settled  or  not  by  the  C.  J.,  it  certainly  was  not  through  the  fault 

or   laches  of  the  defendants  that  it  had    not   been    settled,   but   from 

the   delays   and   laches   of  the   plaintiff,    and    it   ought   to   have  been 

settled ;    and    the   court   ordered   that   notwithstanding   the   order  of 

the   22nd   June,    1882,    the   time   for  filing  the   "case"  and  depositing 

r ..  the  factum  of  the  appellants  should  be  extended  to  the  Ist  of 
January,  1883,  and  the  appellants  should  be  at  liberty  to  bring  the  appeal 
on  for  hearing  at  the  next  sessions  thereafter;  that  the  appellants 
should  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  a  judge  of  the  Sup.  Ct.  of  C.  in  chambers 
to  extend  any  time  thereby  limited  until  the  first  day  of  the  next  sessions 
of  the  court,  or  until  an  order  upon  any  such  application  could  be  heard  and 
disposed  of  by  the  court ;  that  the  appellants  might  then  apply  to  the 
court  for  any  further  or  other  relief  as    might  seem  just ;  and  that  the 
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respondent  (plaintiff)  should  pay  to  the  appellants  the  sum  of  $20  as  the 
costs  of  the  motion  before  the  Chief  Justice,  and  the  further  sum  of  $50  as 
the  costs  of  the  motion  before  the  full  court. 

The  court  intimated  also  that  if  any  further  obstacles  were  placed  in  the 
way  of  the  appellants  the  court  would  take  the  necessary  means  to  have  a 
speedy  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

Bank  of  B.N  A.  ?.  Walker.-26tli  October,  1883. 

113.  Time  for  nppeaUnv  under  ».  and  K.  V.  A.  ■««.  as-Secnrlty  nnder  sec 
31,  an  amended  by  sec.  14  of  the  8.  C.  A.  A.,  1879. 

Judgment  was  pronounced  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  on  the  30th 
June,  1884.  Vacation  begins  in  that  Court  on  the  1st  of  July  and  ends  on 
the  30th  August.  On  the  13th  September  the  respondent  (the  appeal  hav- 
ing been  allowed)  deposited  $500  as  security  for  the  costs  of  an  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  applied  for  leave  to  appeal.  The  C!ourt  of 
Appeal  was  of  opinion  that  the  security,  not  having  been  deposited  within 
tbu-ty  days  of  the  pronouncing  ot  the  judgment,  was  given  too  late,  as  the 
vacation  did  not  interrupt  the  running  of  the  time  allowed  by  the  Statute 
(S.  and  E.  C.  A.,  sec.  25),  for  appealing. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  not  entered  until  November 
14th,  1884,  the  delay  having  been  occasioned  by  a  substantial  question 
affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties  having  arisen  on  the  settlement  of  the 
minutes.  Such  question  was  discussed  before  one  of  the  judges,  and  subse- 
quently before  the  full  court  before  being  finally  determined. 

On  November  27th,  1884,  the  respondent  in  the  C!ourt  of  Appeal  applied 

to  a  Judge  in  chambers  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  for  leave  to  give 

.   security  under  sec.  31  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act,  as  amended  by  sec.  14  of 

the  Supreme  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879.    This  application  was  referred 

to  the  full  court. 

Held,  that  the  time  for  bringing  the  appeal,  in  this  case,  under  sec.  25  of 
the  Supreme  Court  Act,  began  to  run  from  the  14th  November,  1884,  the 
date  of  entry  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

In  appeals  coming  from  the  Province  of  Quebec,  the  time  for  appealing 
runs  in  every  case  from  the  pronouncing  of  the  judgment,  owing  to  the 
peculiar  form  of  procedure  in  that  Province. 

Whtoe  any  substantial  matter  remains  to  be  determined  before  the 
judgment  can  be  entered,  the  time  for  appealing  runs  from  the  entry  of  the 
judgment.  Where  nothing  remains  to  be  settled,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case 
of  the  simple  dismissal  of  a  bill,  or  where  no  judgment  requires  to  be  entered, 
the  time  for  appealing  runs  from  the  pronouncing  of  the  judgment. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J:— This  was  a  motion  made  in  chambers  for  an  order 
allowing  an  appeal  to  this  court  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
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for  Ontario,  or  for  an  order  that  the  appellant  may  be  at  liberty  to  gJTe 

•"i*^'    proper  security. 

I  have  been  a  good  deal  embarassed  as  to  what  should  be  done  in  this 
"' '  case.    It  is  claimed  that  in  Ontario  the  time  for  appealing  should  run  from 

'''  the  time  the  judgment  was  pronounced,  and  that  as  the  judgment  in  this 
case  was  pronounced  before  vacation,  the  application  should  have  been  m&de 

*v     during  vacation.    I  was  of  opinion  at  .first  that  the  party  was  not  obliged  to 

•">  apply  during  vacation,  but  this  application  need  not  be  decided  on  thii 
point.  The  decision  was  pronounced  in  June,  but  the  minutes  were  not  set 
tied  and  entered  until  some  time  m  the  autumn.  The  question  is  whether 
the  time  runs  from  the  date  of  the  pronouncing  of  the  judgment,  or  from 
the  entry  of  the  certificate.  I  understand  the  practice  in  Quebec  to  be 
that  the  judgment  is  always  entered  as  of  the  date  on  which  it  was  pro- 
nounced, and  therefore  no  question  can  arise  as  to  appeals  coming  from  the 
Province  of  Quebec ;  and  also  in  Ontario  where  there  is  simply  a  judgment 
declaring  that  the  appeal  is  dismissed  or  allowed,  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
there  is  nothing  more  to  be  done ;  but  when  the  decision  requires  some- 
thing more  to  be  done  at  the  settlement  of  the  minutes,  as  in  this  case, 
whether  the  plaintiff  should  be  held  personally  liable  for  the  costs,  then  I 
think  until  the  setf^lement  of  the  minutes  and  entry  of  the  certificate,  a  party 
should  not  be  compelled  to  take  his  appeal.  I  am  therefore  inclined  to 
think  the  time  ought  to  run  in  this  case  from  the  date  of  the  entry  of  the  ce^ 
tificate,  which  was  entered  on  the  14th  of  November  last. 

Per  Strong  J. — I  reserved  this  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  fiill  court 
because  there  seemed  to  exist  a  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  what  is 
the  proper  construction  of  the  25  sec.  of  the  S.  and  E.  C.  A.,  and  as  I 
entertain  a  different  view  from  that  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  I  thought  it  better  not  to  dispose  of  the  application,  but  to 
,.  reserve  it  for  the  opinion  of  the  full  court.  I  quite  agree  with  the  Chief 
Justice  that  the  time  for  appealing  in  this  case  did  not  commence  to  run 
before  the  date  of  the  final  settlement  of  the  minutes,  and  I  also  agree  with 
Mr.  Justice  Taschereau,  that  this  practice  should  not  apply  to  the  Province 
of  Quebec.    There  the  judgment  is  always  pronounced  from  the  bench,  and 

,  .     there  can  be  no  doubt  what  the  effect  of  the  judgment  is ;  there  remains 
'     nothing  to  be  settled. 

In  equity  cases,  however,  most  important  controversies  very  frequently 
arise,  and  are  decided  on  the  settlement  of  minutes. 

Therefore  my  view  of  the  words  of  the  25th  section  of  the  Supreme  and 
Exchequer  Court  Act,  '*  every  appeal  shall  be  brought  within  thirty  days 
from  the  signing,  or  entry,  or  pronouncing,  of  the  judgment  appealed  from," 
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is  that  it  is  to  be  brought  in  a  case  like  the  present,  not  from  the  day  the 
judgment  was  pronounced  in  court,  but  from  the  day  the  order  was  entered. 
The  order  in  this  case  was  pronounced  immediately  before  the  vacation,  but 
owing  to  disputes  as  to  minutes  could  not  be  drawn  up  until  after  the  vaca- 
tion, when  it  was  found  necessary  to  discuss  important  points  and  have  an 
argument  first  before  a  judge  in  chambers,  and  subsequently  before  the 
court,  in  order  to  dispose  of  the  contentions  of  the  parties  ;  and  it  was  not 
until  the  14th  of  November  inst.  that  the  court  finally  gave  judgment,  and 
the  order  was  not  of  course  entered  until  after  that  date.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  time  ran  from  the  actual  entry  of  the  order,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  applicant  is  in  time,  and  that  leave  should  be  given  to  him 
to  appeal,  upon  his  giving  the  proper  security. 

Motion  granted. 

^  »  ,  .    O'Sulllvan  V.  Harty.— 16th  March,  1885. 

114.  Time  for  appenllng;  under  S.  and  E.  C.  Act  sec.  25  to  run  from  pro« 
nouudny  of  Jodgment— Security— Sec.  31  ».  and  E.  C.  Act— Sec.  14  S.  C. 
Am    Act  1879. 

Suit  by  Walmsley  against  the  defendants  the  GriflSths  and  the  other 
defendants  (the  Oddfellows)  alleging  that  plaintiff  had  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Griffiths  for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands  for  119,600, 
and  subsequently  with  the  other  defendants,  the  Oddfellows,  for  the  sale  to 
them  of  the  same  lands  for  |25,000 ;  that  the  defendants  were  colluding 
together  to  deprive  plaintiff"  of  the  benefit  of  his  agreement  with  the  Odd- 
fellows, and  that  the  Griffiths  refused  to  carry  out  their  agreement,  in  order 
that  the  other  defendants  might  obtain  a  recission  of  the  contract  with  them. 
Prayer  for  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  of  plaintiff  with  the  Odd- 
fellows, and  that  the  Griffiths  be  ordered  to  convey  the  legal  estate  to  plain- 
tiff or  the  defendants  the  Oddfellows,  &o.,  &c. 

The  Griffiths  by  their  statement  in  defence  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  their  agent  to  effect  a  sale  of  the  property  to  the  other  defendants 
the  Oddfellows,  but  by  fraudulently  representing  that  he  could  not  effect  a 
sale  induced  them  (the  Griffiths)  to  sell  to  himself,  &c.  They  denied  any 
collusion  between  them  and  the  other  defendants,  the  contract  with  whom 
they  asked  to  be  carried  out. 

Tl^e  Oddfellows  also  denied  any  collusion,  alleged  they  had  been  seri- 
ously damaged  by  the  difficulties  which  had  arisen  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  other  defendants,  and  they  claimed,  by  way  of  cross  relief,  that  their 
contractwithplaintiffshouldberecinded,  and  a  sum  of  $500  paid  thereon 

repaid. 

ViC.  Proudfoot  found,  that  the  plaintiff  held  no  fiduciary  position 
towards,  and  was  not  the  agent  of,  the  defendants  the  Griffiths ;  that  the 
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two  contracts   were  independent  contracts,  and   that  the  plaintiff  wai 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance  with  costs. 
•  The  defendants  the  Griffiths  appealed  from  this  judgment,  and  the  defen- 

dants other  than  the  Griffiths  also  appealed. 
-    The  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  the  judgment. 

Hagarty  CJ.  and  Patterson  J.  A.,  while  admitting  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  a  trustee  or  agent  of  the  Griffiths,  were  of  opinion  that  he  had  been 
guilty  of  such  a  concealment,  or  false  representation  to  the  Griffiths  as 
raised  an  eqmty  against  him  sufficient  to  prevent  the  court  from  awarding 
specific  performance.  '     '    ' 

Burton  J. A.  dissented. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  rendered  on  the  15th  October, 
1884.    On  the  21  st  of  October,  1884,  notice  of  appeal  was  served. 

On  the  19th  November,  notice  of  filing  bond  for  security,  and  ot  an 
application  for  its  allowance  was  served.  The  application  was  made  to 
Osier  J.A.  and  objection  was  taken,  that  the  thirty  days  limited  for  bringing 
the  appeal  by  section  25  of  the  8.  and  E.  Ct.  Act  had  expired. 

On  the  26th  November,  notice  of  motion  to  extend  time  for  appealing 
under  sec  26  of  the  S.  and  E.  Ct.  Act  was  served.  This  motion  was  heard 
by  Patterson  J.A.  On  the  3rd  December,  1884,  the  motion  was  dismissed 
with  costs.  ^ 

On  the  16th  day  of  December,  1884,  the  certificates  of  the  judgment  of 
.       the  Court  of  Appeal  were  settled  and  entered.  ,.,  r 

In  the  appeal  of  the  Griffiths  the  certificate  of  the  judgment  was  to  the 
effect  that  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed 
with  the  sum  (rf  $601.06  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  respondent,  Walmsley,  to 
the  appellants,  the  Griffiths,  and  that  the  action  in  the  court  below  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

In  the  appeal  of  the  defendants,  other  than  the  Griffiths,  the  certificate 
was  to  the  effect  that  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  should  be 
allowed  with  $507.26  costs,  to  be  paid  by  Walmsley  to  said  defendants,  and 
,  the  action  dismissed  with  costs,  and  that  Walmsley  should  repay  to  the  said 
defendants  the  sum  of  $500,  the  amount  of  deposit  paid  by  defendants  to 
Walmsley,  together  with  interest  at  six  per  cent.,  from  the  17th  February, 
1882,  making  the  sum  of  $580. 

On  the  19th  December,  1884,  application  for  leave  to  give  security  pur- 
suant to  sec  31  S.  and  £.  C.  A.,  as  amended  by  sec  14  of  the  S.  C.  A.  A.,  1879, 
was  mad,e  to  Mr.  Justico  Henry  in  chambers,  who  enlarged  the  application 
..■ir;';  to  thc  14th  Jauiiary,  1885. 

;>  ()  On  the  14th  Januaty,  1885,  the  application  was  heard  by  the  Chief 

Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court   in  chambers,   who  dismissed    the   appli* 
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cation  with  costs,  being  of  opinion  that  where  an  application  has  been  made 
under  sec.  26  of  the  S.  and  E.  C.  A.  for  an  extension  of  time  for  appealing, 
alleging  "  special  circumstances,"  to  a  judge  of  the  court  below  who  had  a 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  of  the  case  and  who  had  thought  proper  to 
dismiss  the  application  made  to  him,  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
ought  not  to  interfere. 

Hifl  lordship  also  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  whether  an  application  could 
be  made  at  all  to  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  under  sec.  31,  as 
amended,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  appealing  by  sec.  25. 

On  the  15th  January,  1885,  the  plaintiff  made  an  application  to  Mr. 
Justice  Burton  for  leave  to  pay  into  court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  the  sum 
of  $1,000  as  security  for  the  defendant's  costs  of  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court ;  $500  as  security  to  the  GriflSths,  and  $500  as  security  to  the  defend- 
ants other  than  the  Griffiths. 

Judgment  was  reserved  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton  till  the  4th  November, 
1885,  when  he  allowed  the  application,  being  of  opinion  that  the  Supreme 
Court  had  decided  in  0^ Sullivan  v.  Harty  (on  the  16th  March,  1885)  that  in 
all  cases  the  time  for  appealing  would  run  from  the  entry  of  the  certificate 
of  the  judgment. 

The  defendants  appealed  from  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Burton  to  the 
full  Court  of  Appeal,  which  court,  on  the  24th  November,  1885,  sustained  the 
order.  On  the  3rd  December,  1885,  the  case  was  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of Canada. 

On  the  7th  December,  1885,  the  respondents  moved  to  dismiss  the 
appeaL 

The  question  to  be  decided  was  whether  the  time  for  appealing  ran 
from  the  date  of  the  pronouncing  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal — 
the  15th  October,  1884 — or  from  the  date  of  the  entry  of  the  certificates  of 
such  judgment-- the  16th  December,  1884. 

llcl(l,  that  the  time  for  appealing  ran  from  the  day  the  judgment  was 
pronounced — the  15th  October,  1884. 

Sir  W.  J.  Ritchie  C.J. — ^The  proceedings  in  this  case  which  gave  rise  to 
the  present  application  were  caused  by  a  misunderstanding  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal  as^to  the  decision  in  this  court  in  the  case  of  0^ Sullivan  v.  Harty. 
In  that  case  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  not  entered  until 
14tb  November,  1884,  although  judgment  had  been  pronounced  on  the  30th 
June,  1884,  the  delay  having  been  occasioned  by  a  substantial  question 
affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties  having  arisen  on  the  settlement  of  the 
minutes.  Such  question  was  discussed  before  one  of  the  judges  and  subse- 
quently before  the  full  court  before  being  finally  determined. 
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On  November  27  tb,  1884,  tbe  respondent  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  applied 
-  '  to  a  judge  in  ohambers  of  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  for  leave  to  give 
;>  seourity  under  sec.  31  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act  as  amended  by  sec.  14  of 
the  Supremo  Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879.  This  application  was  referred 
to  tbe  full  bench,  which  held  that  tbe  time  for  appealing  in  that  case  under 
sec.  25  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act  began  to  run  from  the  14th  of  November, 
1884,  the  date  of  entry  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal.  What  we 
decided  in  that  case  was  : 

That  where  any  substantial  matter  remains  to  be  determined  before  the 

.      judgment  can  be  entered  the  time  for  appealing  runs  from  the  entry  of  the 

judgment.    Where  nothing  remains  to  be  settled,  as  for  instance  in  the  case 

of  the  simple  dismissal  of   a  bill,  or   where  no  judgment  requires  to  be 

entered,  the  time  for  appealing  runs  from  the  pronouncing  of  the  judgment, 

The  Court  of  Appeal,  however,  appear  to  have  been  under  the  impression 

that  this  court  had  laid  down  a  cast-iron  rule  that  the  time  should  run  in 

every  case  from  the  entry  of  the  judgment. 

f  In  this  case  I  should  have  less  hesitation  in  re-afiirming  the  rule, 

'     because  application  was  made  to  extend  the    time  for  appealing  by  the 

'    appellants  to  one  of  the  judges  who  had  heard  the  case  in  the  Court  of 

Appeal,  who  refused  the  application  after  considering  all  the  circumstances 

of  the  case,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  the 

indulgence  should  be  granted,  and  that  the  time  should  not  be  extended. 

The  appellants  then  applied  to  me,  and  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  I 

ought  not  to  interfere  with  the  decision  of  the  judge  of  the  court  belotr,  and 

I  refused  the  application  for  an  extension  of  time. 

There  being  nothing  to  bring  this  case  wlthm  the  exception,  as  is  the 
case  of  O^ Sullivan  v.  Harty,  I  think  we  must  act  on  that  decision  until  some 
other  rule  is  established.  The  present  appeal  comes  within  the  rule  hereto- 
fore acted  on ;  we  must,  1  think,  therefore  grant  the  motions  and  dismiss 
the  appeal. 

Foumier,  Henry,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  concurred.     .  s.r*', 
.  V  I  •  ^       Motions  granted  and  appeal  dismissed  with  costs, 
'    ^-  WalmBlerv.Grifflt!is.--Otli  April,  1S86. 

115.  Time— Entry  of  Jndgnnent— N.  and  E.  €.  Act,  sec.  25. 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia,  in  an  action 

irespeoting  water  rights  brought  by  one  Carson  and  one  Eholt,  against  one 

Hartley  and  one  Clark. 

■■'<  Judgment  was  pronounced  20th  August,  1885.    On  the  28th  August  tbe 

defendant  gave  notice  of  appeal  and  security,  and  obtained  from  the  plain- 

« ■  >      tiffs  (respondents)  a  consent  to  three  months'  further  time  being  given  to 
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file  the  case.    The  three  montlis  having  expired  without  the  case  being 
ready,  the  appellants  applied  in  chambers  to  Ritchie  C.J.  of  the  Supremo 
Court  of  Canada,  for  further  time  to  appeal.    This  application  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  the  appellants  had  not  satisfactorily  accounted  for  the 
delay.    On  the  '8th  January,  ]  886,  the  minutes  of  the  judgment  were  settled. 
On  the  9th  January  the  plaintifls  (respondents)  moved  before  the  full  court 
of  British  Columbia  to  vary  the  minutes.    The  minutes  were  varied  by  strik- 
ing out  certain  declarations  respecting  the  rights  of  the  plaintiif  Carson  and 
the  defendant  Martley  respectively,  and  also  with  respect  to  the  costs  pay- 
able by  the  plaintiff  Eholt.    On  the  26th  of  January,  1886,  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  entered.    The  appellants  next  day  gave  fresh  notice  of 
appeal,  and  applied  to  a  judge  for  an  allowance  of  the  appeal  on  the  notice 
of  the  27th  January,  and  for  a  continuation  of  the  existing  securities  for 
appeal,  and  for  an  order  settling  the  case.    The  judge  refused  to  entertain 
the  application,  so  far  as  it  referred  to  the  allowance  of  the  appeal  on  the 
notice  of  the  27  th  January,  and  to  the  continuation  of  the  existing  securities, 
pending  the  appeal  then  existing  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Counsel  for  respondent  argued  that  the  time  ran  from  the  pronouncing 
of  the  judgment,  the  20th  August,  1385;  that  there  was  nothing  to  settle 
by  the  minutes,  and  they  could  have  been  settled  and  ought  to  have  been 
settled  without  any  necessity  for  apy  application  to  vary,  and  the  cas»  did 
not  come  within  the  exception  laid  down  in  0' Sullivan  v.  Harty,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  the  time  for  appealing  would  run  from  the  date  of  the  pro- 
nouncing of  the  judgment,  unless  something  substantial  remained  to  be  settled 
and  entered.   That  it  was  open  to  either  party  to  have  the  judgment  drawn  up. 

Counsel  for  appellant  contended  that  the  bond  given  as  security 
was  a  continuing  security ;  that  the  time  for  appealing  in  every  case  ran 
from  the  entry  of  the  judgment,  but  in  any  event  it  did  so  in  this  case,  there 
having  been  something  substantial  to  settle,  and  tJie  court  below  did«vary 
the  minutes  of  the  order.  The  appellants  could  not  complete'  their  case 
until  the  iudgment  of  the  court  below  was  settled.  The  appeal  had  been 
delayed  only  one  session.  ' 

Held,  that  the  case  came  fairly  within  the  exception  mentioned  in 
0' Sullivan  v.  Harty,  and  the  appeal  should  be  heard. 

Tli^  respondents  had  not  filed  their  factum,  supposing  it  was  unnecessary 
to  do  so,  .while  the  motion  to  dismiss  was  pending.  The  appellants  had, 
therefore,  inscribed  ex  parte.  The  court  was  of  opinion  much  of  the  delay 
was  owing  to  the  fault  of  the  appellants.  The  motion  was  refused,  and  the 
appeal  ordered  to  stand  over  till  the  next  session  of  the  court,  the  respond- 
ents to  file  factum  in  the  meantime. 

Hartley  t.  Oarson.—17tli  Hay,  1S86. 

27 
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116.  VMStlon. 

On  the  23rd  August,  1881,  (in  vacation)  the  agent  of  the  defendants' 
solicitor  applied  to  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  (Strong  J.)  for  leave  to  give 
security  under  sec.  31  S.  &  E.  C.  Act  as  amended  by  sec.  14  of  S.  C.  Am.  Act, 
1879. 

The  judge  refused  to  make  any  order  on  two  grounds : — 1.  Because  it 

did  not  appear  to  him  a  proper  application  for  vacation,  not  being  urgent ; 

and  2.  Because  the  application  ought  to  be  made  on  notice  and  not  ex 

parte. 

Bank  of  B.  N.  A.  T.  Walker.-  28rd  ingaat,  1S81. 

117.  Tseatlon— Time,  extending. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  respondent  to  dismiss  appeal  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion. The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  pronounced  on  the  30th  day 
of  June,  1885.  On  the  3rd  July  following  the  appellant  put  in  his  bond  for 
security  for  costs,  which  was  allowed,  but  being  under  the  impression  that 
the  time  of  vacation  did  not  count,  he  took  no  steps  to  further  prosecute  his 
appeal.  Notice  of  motion  to  dismiss  was  given  on  the  17th  September,  1885, 
and  was  shortly  afterwards  heard  before  Henry  J.,  in  chambers,  who  Held, 
that  under  the  circumstances,  the  time  for  filing  the  case  should  be 
extended  to  the  10th  of  October  then  ms  tan  t. 

Motion  dismissed  without  costs. 

Herbert  v.  DonoTan.— 3rd  October,  1885. 
Preference,  Fraudulent 

See  FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 
"    INSOLVENCY  1,  6. 

Prerogativesof  the  Crown.  ''^ 

See  CROWN. 

"    PETITION  OF  RIGHT.  v    •  # 

Prescription — lH»n-By  a  non-trader  to  a  trader— Arrears  of  interest- 
Acknowledgment  of  debt,  what  Buffldent— Evidence. 

In  1858,  W.  D.,  sr.,  opened  a  credit  of  $584,  in  favor  of  his  daughter  I. 
D.,  with  W.  D.  &  Co.,  a  commercial  firm  in  Montreal  consisting  of  the  appel- 
lant and  one  T.  D.,  W.  D.  &  Co.  charging  W.  D,  sr.,  and  crediting  I.  D.  with 
that  amount.  In  1860,  W.  D.,'as  sole  executor  of  tho  will  of  D.  D.,  credited 
I.  D.  in  the  books  of  W.  B.  &  Co.,  (appellant  at  that  time  being  the  only 
member  of  the  firm)  with  a  ilirther  sum  of  $800,  the  amount  of  a  legacy 
bequeathed  by  such  will.  These  entiies  in  the  books  of  W.  D.  &  Co., 
together  with  entries  of  interest  in  connection  with  the  said  items,  were  ' 
coc^iuued  from  year  to  year.  An  account  current  was  rendered  to  I.  D. 
exhibiting  details  of  the  indebtedness  up  to  the  3 1st  December,  1861.  After 
31st  December,  1864,  the  firm  of  W.  D.  &  Co.  consisted  of  the  appellant  and 
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hiB  brother  T.  D.  In  December,  1865,  another  account  was  rendered  to 
I.  D.,  which  showed  a  balance  due  her  at  that  time  of  $1,912.08.  The 
accounts  rendered  were  unsigned,  but  the  second  account  current  was 
accompanied  by  a  letter,  referring  to  it,  written  and  signed  by  the  appellant. 
I.  D.  died,  and  in  a  suit  brought  by  G.  T.,  her  husband  and  universal  legatee, 
to  recover  the  11,912.08  with  interest  from  Slst  December,  1865, 

Held,  1.  That  a  loan  of  moneys,  as  in  this  case,  by  a  non-trader  to  a 
commercial  firm  is  not  a  "  commercial  matter  "  or  a  debt  of  a  "  commercial 
nature ;"  that,  therefore,  the  debt  could  be  prescribed,  neither  by  the  lapse 
of  six  years  under  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  ch.  67,  nor  by  the 
lapse  of  5  years  under  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  but  only  by  the  pre- 
scription of  30  years.     Whiahaw  v.  Oilmour,  15  L.  C.  R.  177,  approved. 

2.  That,  even  if  the  debt  were  of  a  commercial  nature,  the  sending  of 
the  account  current  accompanied  by  the  letter  referring  to  it  signed  by  the 
appellant  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

3.  That  the  prescription  of  five  years  against  arrears  of  interest,  under 
Art  2,250  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  does  not  apply  to  a  debt,  the 
prescription  of  which  was  commenced  before  the  code  came  into  force. 

4.  That  entries  in  a  merchant's  books  make  complete  proof  against  him. 

Darling  r.  Brown— 1, 860. 

2.  In  action  against  Executor  for  an  account. 

See  EXECUTORS  1. 

3.  Renunciation  to  communautd — ^Title  to  Eeal  Estate  belonging  to. 

See  OPPOSITION  1. 

4.  Crown  can  plead.  \     '.' '  '  I 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  3.  . 

5.  Action  by  substitute— Art.  2268  C.  C. 

See  WILL  10. 
8.  Light  and  -Air,  interfering  with. 
See  EASEMENT  3. 

7.  Interruption  of— C.  C.  P.  345,  346. 

KSee  CONTRACT  10.  • 

8.  In  action  for  Malicious  Prosecution— Arte.  2262,  2267  C.  C. 

See  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

9.  Continuance  of  cause,  so  as  to  suspend  prescription  under  37  Vic.  ch. 
15,  Q. 

See  AGREEMENT  10. 

27i 
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10.  Action  for  compensation  for  use  and  occupation  of  Land — Quasi-d^lit— 
Proscription  of  two  years  under  Arts.  2261,  2261  C.  C. — Prescription 
of  five  years  under  Art,  2250  C.  C— Tribunal  bound  to  give  ett'ect  to, 
though  not  pleaded— Art.  2188  C.  C. 

See  LAND  3. 
«    PRESCRIPTION  12. 

11.  Yearly  salary— Arts.  2260,  2261  C.  C— Moneys  expended  for  estate- 

Executor,  power  to  hire  Clerks — Art.  914  CO. 
See  CONTRACT  26. 

12.  Objection  taken  In  appeal. 

Held,  that  although  the  objeotion  that  the  right  of  action  has  been  pre 
acribed  is  taken  for  the  first  time  on  the  argument  in  appeal,  the  court  U 
bound  to  entertain  it  and  give  effect  to  it  if  properly  raised. 

Appeal  allowed  but  without  coats  in  any  of  the  courts. 

(See  Lands.) 

Dorion  r.  Crowley,-inh  May,  i«f)«. 

Principal  and  Agent 

se«  AGENT.      ,ivi.'> . V:'iVv'   ■    ,  ,  ■  V'^'L/vi- 
Priorlty  of  Registration.       ■  a^i         i>   :rt '>-!■! y:->.....^^:,.^ 

S«c  MORTGAGE  1.  ;...    .  u' .   >  : 

Privileged  Communication— By  public  oflftcer,  :  ^  ,.:  < . 

See  SLANDER  1. 
Privy  Council— No  application  for  leave  to  appeal  to  can  bo  entei'- 
tained  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  ,  :  ;i    ^i  ,  c. 

See  PRACTICE  98.  -         .   ^v- .■..,..  -v 

2.  Nor  will  the  Supreme  Court  entertain  an  application  to  reverse  its 
.,:    own  judgment  in  pursuance  of  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council. 

See  PRACTICE  93.  .t;r.^i.U», - 

3.  Cases  in  which  the  Judicial  Committee  have  granted  or  refused  leave 
to  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Com-t  of  Canada. 

See  APPENDIX  A. 
Procedure— Power  of  Legislature  of   British  Columbia    to  legislate 
respecting. 
•    "  See  LEGISLATURE  12. 

2.   When  the  coui-t  below  has  adjudicated  upon  a  mere  matter  of  pro- 
cedure the  Supreme  Coux-t  will  not  interfere. 
See  JURISDICTION  32,  35. 
«  PRACTICE. 
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Proces  Verbal — Of  Boizuro  by  Bhoriff— What  it  ahould  contain  <->Ai't. 
G38  C.  C.  P. 

See  SHERIFF  3. 

PrOhibitiOD, — writ  or  prohibition  to  mnalclpai  cor|»or«tlon— AMMwuneEt 
roli«  amendment  of— Arts.  716  and  T-iea,  municipal  code,  P,4|. 

The  mumoipal  corporation  of  the  county  of  H.,  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  made  an  assessment  roll  according  to  law  in  1872.  In  1875  a  tri- 
ennial assessment  roll  was  made,  and  t|;ie  property  subject  to  assessment 
was  assessed  at  $1,745,588.58.  In  1876,  without  declaring  that  it  was  an 
amendment  of  the  roll  of  1875,  the  corporation  made  another  assessment 
in  which  the  property  was  assessed  at  13,138,550.  Among  the  properties 
that  contributed  towards  this  augmentation  were  those  of  appellants,  who, 
by  their  petition,  or  requHe  libelUe,  addressed  to  the  Superior  Court,  P.Q., 
alleged  that  the  secretary-treasurer  of  the  county  of  H.  was  about  selling 
their  real  estate  for  taxes  under  the  provisions  of  the  municipal  code  for  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  34  Vic.  ch.  68  sec.  998  et  aeq.f  and  prayed  to  have  the 
assessment  roll  of  1876,  in  virtue  of  which  the  officer  of  the  municipality 
was  proceeding  to  sell,  declared  invalid  and  null  and  void,  and  that  a  writ 
of  prohibition  should  issue  to  prevent  the  respondents  from  proceeding  to 
sell.  The  Superior  Court  directed  the  issue  of  the  writ  restraining  the 
defendants  as  prayed,  but  upon  the  merits  held  the  roll  of  1876  valid  as  an 
amendment  of  the  roll  of  1875.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  reversed  this 
judgment  on  the  merits,  and  held  the  roll  of  1876  to  be  substantially  a  new 
roll,  and  therefore  null  and  void. 

llolfl,  per  Henry,  Taschereau  andQwynne  JJ.,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  roll  of  1876,  not  being  a  triennial 
assessment  roll,  or  an  amendment  of  such  a  roll,  was  illegal  and  null,  and 
that  respondents  were  entitled  to  an  order  from  the  Superior  Court  as 
prayed  for,  to  restrain  the  municipal  corporation  from  selling  their  property, 
and  the  writ  which  issued,  whether  correctly  styled  "  writ  of  prohibition  " 
or  not,  was  properly  issued  and  should  be  maintained. 

Per  Bitchie  C.  J.  and  Strong  and  Fournier  JJ.,  that  a  writ  of  prohibition 
issued  imder  art.  1031,  as  was  the  writ  issued  in  this  case,  will  only  lie  to  an 
inferior  tribunal,  and  not  to  a  municipal  officer. 

Thb  court  being  equally  divided,  the  judgment  appealed  fh>m  was  con- 
firmed, but  without  costs. 

Cot6  T.  Morgan.— Til.  1. 

2.   To  revise  conviction  of  recoi-der — Police  regulations  for  sale  of  liquors 
—42  and  43  Vic.  ch.  4  P.Q. 

See  LEGISLATURE  10. 
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8.    To  prohibit  procoodingH  for  recovery  of  balance  of  mortgage  debt  oiler 
foreclosure. 

See  MORTGAOE  12. 

4km    CouBty  eonrt— JarUklictloii  of— Procccdlnga    »n«r    pica  to  JartodletlM 
■lutaUied  on  dcHiarrer— ProhlbUloii,  writ  of. 

'  i1  An  action  of  trover  wai  brouglit  against  defendants  in  the  County  Gourt^ 

at  Halifax,  N.  S.,  to  which  they  pleaded  a  number  of  pleaa  including  one  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court    This  plea  was  based  on  an  allegation  that  the 
goods  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  were  of  the  value  of  $600,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  in  actions  of  tort  being  limited  to  9200.     The  plaintiff 
demurred  to  the  plea  of  want  of  jurisdiotion,  and  after  argument  the  demur- 
'   rer  was  over-ruled.    No  appeal  was  takon  from  the  judgment  over-ruling  the 
.t     demurrer,  but  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  trial,  and  entered  the  cause  for 
trial  at  chambers  before  the  County  Court  judge,  who  Announced  his  inten- 
tion of  trying  the  same  on  the  remaining  pleas.    The  defendants  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  restrain  the  judge  fW)m  trying  the  cause, 
;.  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer  disposed  of  the  whole 
case,  and  on  argument  of  the  said  rule  niai  it  was  discharged. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  ot  Canada,  Held,  Strong  J.  dissenting, 
•     that  the  effect  of  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer  was  to  quash  the  writ,  and 
the  rule  niai  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  be  made  absolute. 

Per  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  judgment  of  the  County  Court  judge 
on  the  demurrer  did  not  dispose  of  the  case,  but  he  had  a  right  to  recon- 
sider the  same  on  the  trial  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  other  pleas ;  that  the 
'        -'lea  to  the  jurisdiction  by  attorney  was  null  and  void  and  if  judgment  had 
'  '     been  entered  of  record  on  the  demurrer  such  judgment   would     hare 
■^      been  likewise  null  and  void ;  and  that  the  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs 
V-'    declaration  being  over  1200  the  court  had  jurisdiotion. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Wallace  t.  O'Toole.— 16th  February,  1885. 
Promise  of  Sale. 

-S«e  SALE  OF  LANDS  2. 
Promoters — Of  company — Action  against  for  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tions— ^A  Ueged  false  statements  in  prospectus  issued  by. 

S«e  CORPORATIONS  24. 
Prospectus — Alleged  false  statements  in — ^Liability  of  promoters. 

See  CORPORATIONS  24. 
Protutor — Liability  of  for  negligence. 

See  EXECUTORS  4. 
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Quebec  Turnpike  TrU8t--I)obonturos  iMuod  by— Liability  of  Ci-own 
for. 

i'«  PETITION  OF  UIOHT  6. 

Railways  and  Railway  Companies— mort,.,.  by  b.uw,  <  om. 

pnny-<ontrw«<t   of  «nl»-Pow«r  of  (lompany   to   mortsiHr*   their   ro«d- 
Uoi-trlnv  ur  ultrn  virM. 

Tlie  Grand  Junction   Railway  Company,  n  corporate   body,  having  the 
statutory  power  to  borrow  money,  iasuo  debonturei,  bond»,  or  otiier  securities 
for  the  sum  so  borrowed,  to  sell,  to  hypothecate  or  pledge  the  lands,  tolls, 
revenues  and  other  property  of  the  company,  and  also  power  to  purchase, 
hold  and  take  any  land  or  other  property  for  the  construction,  maintenance, 
accommodation  and  use  of  the  railway,  and  to  alienate,  sell  or  dispose  of  the 
same,  entered  into  a  contract  with  one  Brooks  for  the  construction  of  their 
road.    When  Brooks  required  the  iron  necessary  for  the  undertaking,  he  waa 
unable  to  purchase  it  without  the  assistance  of  the  company,  and  he  there- 
upon authorized  the  officers  of  the  company  to  negotiate  for  its  purchase. 
In  consequence,  a  Mr.  Bell,  solicitor  of  the  company,  as  agent  of  Brooks,  and 
with  the  approval,  in  writing,  of  Kelso,  the  president  of  the  company,  entered 
into  a  written  agreement,  dated  Toronto,  9  th  June,  1874,  with  the  defendants 
(Bickford  and  Cameron)  for  the  purchase  of  the  iron,  which  was  to  be  paid 
for  as  delivered  on  the  wharf  at  Belleville  by  the  promissory  notes  of  Brooks, 
and  a  credit  of  six  months  was  to  be  given  from  the  time  of  the  several 
deliveries  of  the  iron.    By  that  agreement  also,  Brooks  agreed  to  obtain  from 
the  railway  company  an  irrevocable  power  of  attorney  enabling  the  Bank  of 
Montreal,  who  advanced  to  Bickford  the  money  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  buymg  the  iron,  to  receive  the  government  and  municipal  bonuses,  and  to 
procure  from  the  company  a  mortgage  for  $200,000  on  that  portion  of  their 
road  (44  mileB)  on  which  the  iron  was  to  be  laid— the  mortgage  to  be  suffi- 
cient in  law  to  create  a  lien  on  the  44  miles  of  railroad,  as  security  for  the 
due  payment  of  the  notes  of  the  said  Brooks,  but  not  to  contain  a  covenant 
for  payment  by  the  company.    On  the  30th  of  June,  1874,  a  more  formal 
agreement,  under  seal,  was  executed,  which  did  not  vary  in  any  material 
respect  the  terms  of  the  preceding  agreement.    On  the  same  day,  a  power 
of  attorney  (upon  which  was  endorsed  by  Brooks  a  written  request  to  the 
companyyto  give  the  said  power  of  attorney),  and  a  mortgage  (upon  which  also 
was  endorsed  by  Brooks  a  request  to  grant  the  said  mortgage),  were  executed 
by  the  company  under  their  corporate  seal  to  one  Buchanan,  then  manager  of 
the  Bank  of  Montreal,  in  Toronto,  as  a  trustee.    The  Bank  of  Montreal  hav- 
ing made  advances  to  Bickford  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their  business  deal- 
ings to  enable  him  to  purchase  the  iron,  it  was  all  consigned  to  their  order 
by  the  bills  of  lading,  and,  when  delivered  on  the  wharf  at  Belleville,  was 
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held  by  the  wharfingers  subject  to  the  order  of  the  bank,  the  whole  quantity 

stipulated  for  by  the  contract  being  so  delivet-ed  ready  for  laying  on  the 

track  as  required.  The  Bank  of  Montreal  and  Bickford  caused  to  be  delivered 

from  time  to  time  to  Brooks,  by  the  wharfingers  at  Belleville,  all  the  iron  he 

required  to  lay  on  the  track,  being  about  2,0(X)  tons,  and  about  an  equal 

quantity  remained  on  the  wharf  unused.    Brooks  having  failed  to  meet  his 

promissory  notes  for  the  price  of  the  iron,  Bickford  recovered  judgment  at 

law  against  him  to  the  amount  of  $164,852.96.    The  bank  then  sold  the  iron 

remaining  on  the  wharf  for  QiQ  piu-pose  of  realizing  their  lien,  when  Bickford 

became  the  purchaser  thereof  at  $33.50  for  the  roils  and  $50.50  for  track 

supplies.    Bickford  was  removing  the  said  iron  when  the  company  filed  a 

bill  in  ohatncery  asking  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  removal  of  iron.   A 

motion  to  continue  the  injunction  was  refused  on  the  11th  October,  1875. 

The  defendants  (Bickford,  Cameron  and  Buchanan)  then  answered  the  bill, 

and  on  the  18th  January,  1876,  by  consent,  a  decree  was  made  referring  it 

to  the  master  to  take  the  mortgage  account,  to  ascertain  and  state  the 

amount  due  to  Bickford  and  Cameron  for  iron  laid  or  delivered  to  or  for 

plaintifi's  use  on  the  track,  and  also  the  amount  due  (if  anything)  in  respect 

of  iron  delivered  at  Belleville,  but  since  removed,  and  to  report  special  cir- 

cmnstances,  if  requisite.  The  master  found  due  upon  the  mortgage  $46,841.10, 

the  price  of  iron  actually  laid  on  the  track,  and  interest ;  and  that  nothing 

was  due  in  respect  of  the  iron  delivered  at  Belleville  but  subsequently 

removed.    On  appeal  to  Vice-chancellor  Proudfoot  the  master's  report  was 

affirmed,  and  on  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  it  was  held 

that  the  mortgage  was  ultra  vires,  and  the  master's  report  was  affirmed. 

Held,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that 
the  proviso  in  the  mortgage  was  in  its  terms  wide  enough  to  sustain  the  con- 
tention of  the  mortgagee  to  claim  the  price  of  all  the  iron  delivered  on  the 
wharf  at  Belleville,  and  that  the  memorandum  endorsed  by  Bi'ooks  on  the 
mortgage  should  not  be  construed  as  cutting  down  the  terms  of  the  proviso, 
but  was  intended  as  written  evidence  of  Brooks'  consent  to  the  mortgage 
and  to  the  loss  of  priority  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  bonds  to  be  delivered 
,    to  him  under  the  contract. 

Held,  abo,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario, 
that  the  statutory  power  to  borrow  money  and  secure  loans  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  implying  that  the  company's  powers  to  mortgage  are  to  be  limited 
to  that  object ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  mortgage  executed  by  the  company 
•  '  on  a  portion  of  their  road  in  favor  of  the  trustee  Buchanan,  being  given 
within  the  scope  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  company  to  "  alienate, 
sell,  or  dispose"  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  and  working  a 
railway,  was  not  ui<ra  mrM.     - 
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Query— Whether  the  rights  of  a  corportion  to  take  lands,  operating  the 
railway,  *ak;  ig  tolls,  &c.,  are  susceptible  of  alienation  by  mortgage  in  this 
country?     ,.r-  _:,i,,.,-,<v»!.iv.  •,.,-••«■  i,»  .,.:■/,  ^  ,.•   '■,;>:»-;■>,.■;  ■■    »  „v>. 

iivtti.  :.so,  that  under  the  pleadings  and  decree  in  the  cause,  the  objec- 
tioii  uuat  the  mortgage  was  ultra  vires  was  not  open  to  the  company  in  the 
master's  office,  or  on  appeal  from  the  master's  report. 

Blckford  T.  Grand  Junction  Hallway  Go.-l,  696. 

2.    Railway  Cro(iMlng:—€olllttlon—Alr>brakcM— Failure  to  comply  wltli  CoimoU* 
dated  Statntea,  cli.  166,  seen.  142, 143— NeKllsence— Uamage. 

The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  crosses  the  Great  Western  Eailway,  about  a 
mile  east  of  the  city  of  London,  on  a  level  crossing.  On  the  19th  June,  1876, 
a  Grand  Trunk  train,  on  which  plaintiff'  was  on  board  as  a  conductor,  before 
crossing,  was  brought  to  a  stand.  The  signal-man  who  was  in  charge  of  the 
crossing,  and  in  the  employment  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company, 
dropped  the  semaphore,  and  thus  authorized  the  Grand  Trunk  train  to  pro- 
ceed, which  it  did.  While  crossing  the  track,  appellants'  train,  which  had 
not  been  stopped,  owing  to  the  accidental  bursting  of  a  tube  in  air-brakes, 
ran  into  the  Grand  Trunk  train  and  injured  plaintiff.  It  was  shown  that 
these  air-brakes  were  the  best  known  appliances  for  stopping  trains,  and 
that  they  had  been  tested  during  the  day,  but  that  they  were  not  applied  at 
a  sufficient  distance  from  the  crossing  to  enable  the  irsiSn  to  be  stopped  by 
the  hand-brakes,  in  case  of  the  air-brakes  giving  way.  C.  S.  C,  ch.  66.  sec.  142 
(Rev.  Stats.  Ont.,  ch.  165,  sec.  90)  enacts  that  "every  railway  company  shall 
station  an  officer  at  every  point  on  their  line  crossed  on  the  level  by  any 
other  railway,  and  no  train  shall  proceed  over  such  crossing  until  signal  has 
been  made  to  the  conductor  thereof,  that  the  way  is  clear."  Sec.  143  enacts 
that  "  every  locomotive  *  •  *  or  train  of  oars  on  any  railway  shall,  before 
crossing  the  track  of  any  other  railway,  on  a  level,  be  stopped  for  at  least 
the  space  of  three  minutes." 

lleld,  that  the  appellants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  applying  the 

air-brakes  at  a  sufficient  distance  from  the  crossing  to  enable  the  train  to  be 

stopped  by  hand-brakes  in  case  of  the  air-brakes  giving  way.    That  there 

was  no  evidence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Grand  Trunk 

Eailv^ay,  as  they  had  brought  their  train  to  a  full  stop,  and  only  proceeded 

to  cross  appellant's  track  when  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  officer  in  charge 

of  the  semaphore,  who  was  a  servant  of  the  Great  Western  Eailway  CJom- 

pany. 

Great  Western  Railway  t.  Brown.— Ill,  159. 

3.  Action  by  judgment  creditor  against  holder  of  shares  in. 

Ste  CORPORATIONS  8. 
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4.  Eailway  pass  to  voter.  \ 

Sec  ELECTION  17.       '  -  '  •         ' 

o,  BtaippinK  note— Frandnlent  receipt  of  Asent— I<lnblllty  of  Company. 

jA^  C.,  freight  agent  of  respondents  at  Chatham,  and  a  partner  in  the  firm 

v',.  of  B.  &  Co.,  caused  printed  receipts  or  shipping  notes  in  the  form  commonly 
used  by  the  railway  company  to  be  signed  by  his  name  as  the  company's 
agent,  in  favor  of  B.  &  Co.,  for  flour  which  had  never  in  fact  been  delivered 
to  the  railway  company.  The  receipts  acknowledged  that  the  company  had 
received  from  B.  &  Co.  the  flour  addressed  to  the  appellants,  and  were 
attached  to  drafts  drawn  by  B.  &  Co.,  and  accepted  by  appellants.  C. 
received  the  proceeds  of  the  drafts  and  absconded.  In  an  action  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  drafts. 

Held,  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  act  of  C.  in  issuing  a 
false  and  fraudulent  receipt  for  goods  never  delivered  to  the  company,  was 
not  an  act  done  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  as  the  company's  agent, 
and  the  company  was  therefore  not  liable.         -.'  * 

Erb  T.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Co.— T,  179. 

O*  Carriers— Railway  Company,  liability  of  as— Agreement— Additional  parol 
term— Conditions— Wilful  negrllKence  -**  At  owner's  risk." 

The  respondents  sued  the  appellants'  railway  company  for  breach  of 
contract  to  carry  petroleum  in  covered  cars  from  ii.  to  H.,  alleging  that  they 
negligently  carried  the  same  upon  open  platform  cars,  whereby  the  barrels 
in  which  the  oil  was  were  exposed  to  the  sun  and  weather  and  were 
destroyed.  At  the  trial  a  verbal  contract  between  plaintiffd  and  defendants' 
agent  at  L.  was  proved,  that  the  defendants  would  carry  the  oil  in  covered 
cars  with  despatch.  The  oil  was  forwarded  in  open  cars  and  delayed  in 
different  places,  and  in  consequence  a  large  quantity  was  lost.  On  the  ship- 
ment of  the  oil  a  receipt  note  was  given  which  said  nothing  about  covered 
cars,  and  which  stated  that  the  goods  were  subject  to  conditions  endorsed 
thereon,  one  of  which  was  "  that  the  defendants  would  not  be  liable  for 
leakage  or  delays,  and  that  the  oil  was  carried  at  the  owner's  risk." 

llcld,  per  Ritchie  0.  J.  and  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.,  that  the  loss  did 
not  result  from  any  risks  by  the  contract  imposed  on  the  owners,  but  that  it 
arose  from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants  in  placing  the  oil  on  open 
cars,  which  act  was  inconsistent  with  the  contract  they  had  entered  into, 
and  in  contravention  as  well  of  the  undertaking  as  of  their  duty  as  carriers. 

Per  Strong,  Fournier,  Henry  and  Gwynne  J  J.— The  evidence  was  admis- 

*'"  ■■  Bible  to  prove  a  verbal  contract  to  carry  in  covered  cars,  which  contract  the 

agent  at  L.  was  authorized  to  enter  into,  and  which  must  be  incorporated 

with  the  writing  so  as  to  make  the  whole  contract   one  for  carriage   m 


42T 
Railways  and  Railway  Companies— Continued. 

covered  cars,  and  that  non-compliajice  with  the  provision  as  to  carriage  in 
covered  cars  prevented  the  appellants  setting  up  the  condition  that  "  oil 
was  carried  at  the  owner's  risk  "  as  exempting  them  from  liahility. 

The  Grand  Trunk  Ballwar  Company  of  Canada  t,  Fltzgerald.-T,  304. 

7*   Failure  to  aonnd  wlilHtle— Accident  froin  home  taking  fright   €.8.C.  cli. 
06  nee.  104— Finding  of  Jury— Evidence. 

Held,  afBrming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that 
Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  oh.  63  sec.  104,  must  be  construed  as  enur- 
ing to  the  benefit  of  all  persons  who,  using  the  highway  which  is  crossed  by 
a  railway  on  the  level,  receive  damage  in  their  person  or  their  property  from 
the  neglect  of  the  railway  company's  servants  in  charge  of  a  train  to  ring  a 
bell  or  sound  a  whistle,  as  they  are  directed  to  do  by  said  statute,  whether 
such  damage  arises  from  actual  collision,  or,  as  in  this  case,  by  a  horse  being 
brought  over  near  the  crossing  and  taking  fright  at  the  appearance  or  noise 
of  the  train.  The  jury,  in  answer  to  the  question,  "If  the  plaintifis  had 
known  that  the  train  was  coming  would  they  have  stopped  their  horse  further 
from  the  railway  than  they  did  ?  "  said  "  Yes." 

Held,  though  the  question  was  indefinite,  the  answers  to  the  questions  as 
a  whole,  viewed  in  connection  with  the  judge's  charge  and  the  evidence, 

warranted  the  verdict. 

Grand  Trnnk  Railway  v-  Rosenberger.— Ix.Sii. 

8.  Agreement  with  Government — Breach  of— Possession  taken  of  road 
by  Government.  ,     . 

Se«  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  15. 

9.  Railway  bondB-39  Vic.  ch.  57  (P.  Q.),  construction  of-Condltlon  preoe- 

dent-Certlflcate  of  Engineer,  contents  of— Parol  evidence  Inadmissible 
—Onus  probandl. 

The  L.  &  K.  Ry.  Co.  was  incorporated  in  1869  (32  Vic.  ch.  54  P.  Q.),  to 
construct  a  railway  from  Levis  to  the  frontier  of  the  state  of  ilaine,  a  distance 
of  90  miles.  The  company  was  authorized  by  that  Act  to  issue  bonds  or 
debentures  to  provide  funds  for  the  construction  of  the  railway.  In  1872, 
by  36  Vic.  ch.  45,  P.Q.,  power  was  given  to  issue  bonds  to  the  amount  of  three 
million  dollars  without  limitation  of  time,  and  without  restriction  as  to  the 
length  of  the  railway  constructed.  In  1874,  a  statute  of  the  legislature  of 
Quebed(37  Vic.  ch.  23),  declared  that  debentures  to  the  amount  of  $280,000 
had  already  been  issued,  and  limited  for  the  future  the  issuing  of  bonds  to 
the  amount  of  £300,000  stg.,  to  be  issued  as  follows :— The  irst  issue  of 
£100,000  at  once;  the  second  issue  of  £100,000  when  45  miles  of 
the  road  should  have  been  completed  and  in  running  order,  as 
certified  by  the  government  inspecting  engineer,  and  the  third  issue 
of   £100,000  as   soon    as   30  additional  miles— making   in  all  75  miles— 
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should  have  been  completed,  with  the  same  privilege  for  the  throe  issues, 
In  1875,  by  the  Act  39  Vic.  ch.  57,  the  Legislature  amended  the  former  Acts 
so  as  to  modify  the  condition  to  be  fulfilled  by  the  L.  &  K.  Ry.  Co  before  the 
third  icsue  of  £100,000  could  be  by  them  made.  This  condition  was  as 
enacted  by  the  said  Act  (39  Vic.  ch.  57)  "  so  soon  as  the  rails  and  fastenings 
"  required  for  the  completion  of  the  remaining  forty-five  miles  or  thereabouts 
f  of  the  company's  line  shall  have  been  provided,  then  the  remaining  one 
"  thousand  bonds,  of  one  hundred  pounds  each,  to  be  termed  the  third  issue, 
"  may  be  issued  by  the  company."  In  that  Act  lastly  cited,  the  preamble 
declared :  >'  Whereas  it  appears  that  a  total  length  of  forty-five  miles  of  the 
"  company's  line  having  been  completed,  a  first  and  second  issue  each  of  one 
''  hundred  thousand  pounds  of  the  company's  debentures  have  been  made." 

In  March,  1881,  the  L.  and  K.  railway  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  at  the 
suit  of  the  plaintifis  the  W.  M.  Co.,  and  bought  by  the  Q.  C.  R.  Co.,  respond- 
ents, for  $195,000.  In  April,  1881,  the  corporatbn  of  the  city  of  Quebec 
(appellants),  filed  an  opposition  djin  de  conserver  for  $218,099,  being  the 
amount  of  300  debentures  of  £100  sterling  and  interest  of  the  second  issue 
issued  on  the  25th  January,  1875,  nvunbered  1020  and  upwards,  payable  on 
the  1st  January,  1894,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  the  opposants  alleged 
that  the  said  railroad  was  by potheoated.  The  Q.  0.  Ry.  Co.,  also  opposants 
in  the  case,  contested  the  opposition  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Quebec, 
and  claimed  the  issue  of  the  bonds  of  the  second  issue  held  by  the 
appellants  was  illegal  ^t  the  trial  no  certificate  was  produced,  but  the 
Government  engineer  stated  that  he  had  reported  to  the  Minister  of  Rail- 
ways that  there  were  only  43^  miles  of  the  road  completed,  and  the  secretary 
of  the  company  testified  that  the  total  length  of  railway  certified  by  the  Gov- 
ernment engineer  as  being  completed  and  in  running  order  had  never 
exceeded  43^  miles.  The  learned  judge,  at  the  trial,  found  as  a  fact  that 
there  were  only  43^  miles  completed,  and  held  the  bonds  of  the  second 
issue  invalid.  This  judgment  was  a^ffirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
(appeal  side). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  it  was  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  39  Vic.  ch.  57,  is  to  make  the 
bonds  therein  mentioned  good,  valid  and  binding  upon  the  company, 
-  although  the  conditions  precedent  specified  in  37  Vic.  ch.  23,  might  not 
have  been  fulfilled  when  they  Trere  issued.  (Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J. 
dissenting). 

Per  Foumier  and  Henry  J  J.,  that  as  there  was  evidence  that  a  certifi- 
'    cate  or  report  had  been  given,  oral  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  certificate 
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or  report  was  inadmiBsible,  and  therefore  respondents  had  failed  to  prove 
the  illegality  of  the  second  issue.    (See  Appendix  A.) 

Corporation  of  the  City  of  Quebec  v.  Quebec  Central  Railway  Co. -x,  568, 

10.  Intercolonial  Eailway. 


,  I  u:i 


t ' 


See  PETITION  OF  RIG^HT  1,  8. 

11.  Canadian  Pacific  Eailway— Contract  for  Georgian  Bay  Branch  of. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  12.  ^         •   ^ 

12.  Municipal  By-law  granting  bonus  to.  >-  >     :.     .  ,; 

See  BY-LAW  3.  .  •  '      '    '^'   *        •     ■ 

13.  Appraisement  of  lands  taken  for  railway — Order  to  set  aside  proceed- 
ing not  appealable— Estoppel— Chs.  60  and  70  Act  of  1869,  N.S. 

Se^  JURISDICTION  28. 

14.  Neirllvence— 'Verdict— Motion  for  Jndirment  on  verdict  and  motion  for  new 
trial— Rlgbt  of  Court  of  Bevlew  as  to-34  Vic.  ch.  4  sec.  10  and  35  Vic.  ch.  6 
sec.  1.3  (P.^.) 

The  respondent  (Wilson)  obtained  a  verdict  from  a  jury  in  the  Superior 
Court  District  of  Iberville,  for  injuries  sustained  by  being  run  over  on  the 
21  at  November,  1876,  by  a  locomotive  engine  of  the  appellants,  the  G.  T.  R. 
Co.,  while  he  was  crossing  their  railway  track,  on  a  public  highway  at  St. 
Johns,  P.  Q.  The  motion  for  judgment  on  the  verdict  was  not  made  before 
the  Superior  Court  district  of  Iberville,  but  was  di-awn  up  and  placed  on  the 
record  while  the  case  was  pending  before  the  Court  of  Review  at  Montreal. 
That  court,  on  motion,  directed  a  new  trial,  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
on  appeal,  held  that  from  the  evidence  in  the  record  it  appeared  that  the 
accident  occurred  through  the  gross  negligence  of  the  employees  of  the 
appellants  in  not  ringing  the  bell  and  sotmding  the  whistle,  as  they  were 
bound  to  do,  when  approaching  the  crossing,  and  that  the  verdict  rendered 
by  the  jury  ought,  therefore,  to  be  maintained  and  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
rejected.    (.See  2  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R.  131.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  Tasohereau  and 
Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  be  affirmed. 

I^er  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting. — ^The  Superior  Court,  sit- 
ting in  review  at  Montreal,  has  no  jurisdiction  either  under  34  Vic.  ch.  4  sec. 
10,  or  35  Vic.  ch.  6  sec.  13  (P.Q.)  to  determine  a  motion  for  judgment  upon 
the  verdict  in  a  case  tried  in  one  of  the  rural  judicial  districts,  and  therefore 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  no  power  to  enter  judgment  for  the  respond- 
eutB  upon  the  verdict.  , 
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2.  The  C!ourt  of  Review,  on  a  motion  for  new  trial  in  the  first  inatanoe, 
having  in  its  discretion  granted  same,  judgment  should  not  have  been  reversed 
on  appeal. 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  y.  Wllson.—SOtli  April,  188S. 

15.  Kiiereotoatel  Railway  -Keirliirence  of  condnctor-Acddent  to  pnmtenger 
Blffht  of  action— Contrlkuiory  neKllffence. 

Plaintiff,  having  a  first-class  ticket  from  Sussex  to  Fenobsquis  by  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  intended  going  to  Fenobsquis  (her  home)  by  the 
mixed  freight  and  passenger  train,  which  was  due  to  leave  Sussex  at  1:47 
p.m.  The  train  on  that  day  was  an  unusually  long  one,  and  when  the  pas- 
senger cars  were  brought  to  the  platform  the  engine  was  across  the  public 
highway.  When  the  train  came  in  it  was  brought  up  so  that  the  forward 
part  of  the  first-class  car  was  opposite  the  platform.  It  was  then  about  ten 
minutes  after  the  advertised  time  of  departure.  Flaintiff  was  standing  on 
the  platform  when  the  train  came  in,  but  did  not  then  get  aboard.  The 
conductor  of  the  train  (the  defendant)  got  off  the  train  and  went  to  a  hotel 
for  dinner.  While  he  was  absent  the  train  was,  without  his  knowledge, 
backed  down,  so  that  only  the  second-class  car  remained  opposite  the  plat- 
form. The  jury  foimd  that  the  first-class  car  did  not  remain  at  the  platform 
long  enough  to  enable  plaintiff  to  get  on  board.  The  defendant,  after  finish- 
ing his  dinner,  came  over  hastily  (being  behind  time  and  therefore  in  some- 
what of  a  hurry),  called  "  all  aboard,"  glanced  d  own  the  platform,  saw  no 
person  attempting  to  get  on  board,  crossed  the  train  between  two  box  cars 
to  signal  the  driver  to  start  (it  being  necessary  to  cross  the  train  in  order  to 
be  seen  by  the  driver,  owing  to  a  curve  in  the  track,)  and  almost  imme- 
diately the  train  started. 

The  124th  regulation  for  government  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  pre- 
scribes that  conductors  must  not  start  the  train  while  passengers  are  getting 
on  board,  and  that  they  should  stand  at  the  front  end  of  the  first  passenger 
car  when  giving  the  signal  to  the  driver  to  start,  which  was  not  done  in 
this  instance.  Plaintiff  and  a  lady  friend  F.  who  was  going  by  the  same 
train  were  standing  on  the  platform,  and  when  they  heard  the  call  "all 
aboard,"  they  went  towards  the  cars  as  quickly  as  they  could.  F.  got  on  all 
right,  but  plaintiff,  who  had  a  paper  box  in  her  hands,  in  attempting  to  get 
on  board  caught  the  hand  rail  of  the  car,  when  she  sUpped  owing  to  the 
motion  of  the  train  and  was  seriously  iiyured.  The  jury  found  that  the  call 
"  all  aboard"  was  a  notice  to  passengers  to  get  on  board. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Kew  Brunswick  held,  that  although  the  plaintiff's 
contract  was  with  the  crown,  the  defendant  owed  to  her  as  a  passenger  a 
duty  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  and  that  there  was  ample  evidence  of 
negligence  for  the  jury. 
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The  facts  will  be  found  fully  reported  in  19  New  Brune.  R.  (3  Pugs.  & 
Bur.)  340,  and  21  New  Bruns.  R.  586.  » 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  should  be  affirmed.  (Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dis- 
senting.) 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J.- There  was  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  pas- 
sengers  to  go  on  board  the  train  until  it  was  ready  to  start,  or  until  invited 
to  do  so  by  the  intimation  from  the  conductor  «  all  aboard."  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  conductor  to  have  had  his  first-class  car  up  in  front  of  the  plat- 
form.  Should  circumstances  have  prevented  this,  it  was  his  duty  to  be  care- 
ful before  starting  his  train  to  see  that  sufficient  time  and  opportunity  were 
afforded  passengers  to  board  the  car  in  the  inconvenient  position  in  which  it 
was  placed,  and  the  evidence  showed  the  defendant  exercised  no  care  in 
this  respect. 

Per  Henry  J — There  was  no  satisfactory  proof  of  contributory  negli- 
gence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  package  she  carried  was  a  light  one, 
and  such  as  is  often  carried  by  passengers  with  the  knowledge  and  sanction 
of  railway  conductors  and  managers,  and  a  tacit  license  is  therefore  given  to 
passengers  to  carry  such  with  them  in  the  cars. 

The  plaintiff  violated  one  of  the  regulations  in  attempting  to  geUon  the 
car  while  in  motion.  But  the  defendant  could  not  shelter  himself  under 
those  regulations,  for  when  he  gave  the  order  "all  aboard"  he  knew,  or 
ought  to  have  known,  that  the  firstclass  car  was  away  from  the  platform, 
and  he  ought  to  have  advanced  the  train  and  stopped  it,  so  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  entered  such  oar.  The  conductor  was  estopped  from  com- 
plaining that  the  plaintiff  did  what  by  calling  "all  aboard  "  he  invited  her 
to  do.  After  the  notification '  all  aboard  "  is  given  by  a  conductor,  it  is  hia 
duty  to  wait  a  reasonable  time  for  passengers  to  get  to  their  places. 

Per  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting.— Whether  the  omission  to 
stop  the  first-class  car  at  the  platform,  or  the  not  waiting  a  reasonable  time 
after  calling  "  all  aboard  "  were  or  were  not  breaches  of  the  defendant's  duty, 
such  breaches  could  not  be  said  to  have  caused  the  accident  if  the  plaintiff 
had  not  voluntarily  attempted  to  get  on  the  tram  while  in  motion,  which 
she  was  not  justified  in  doing. 

AppW  dismissed  with  costs. 

Hall  T.  McFadden.—l8t  iray«  1888. 

*«•  NegllKence— Damages— Fire  commnnlcated  nrom  premises  of  Company— 
14  Geo.  3  cta«  78  sec.  se  not  applicable  In  cases  of  negrlltrence. 

This  was  an  action  commenced  by  the  respondent  against  the  appellanto 

for  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  in  causing  the  destiuotion  of 

the  respondent's  house  and  outbuildings  by  fire  from  one  of  their  locomp- 
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tives.  The  freight  shed  of  the  cotnpiiny  was  first  ignited  by  sparks  from  one 
of  the  company's  engines  passing  Chippawa  station,  and  the  Hre  extended  to 
respondent's  premises.  The  following  questions,  inter  alia,  were  submitted 
to  the  jury,  and  the  following  answers  given  :  — 

Q.  Was  the  fire  occasioned  by  sparks  from  the  locomotive  ?    A.  Yea. 
Q.  If  so,  was  it  caused  by  any  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  company 
or  its  servants,  which,  under  the  oiroumstances,  ought  to  have  been  exer- 
cised?   A.  Yes.  ■,   ■    V     • 

Q.  If  so,  state  in  what  respect  you  think  greater  care  ought  to  have  been 
exercised  ?  A.  As  it  was  a  special  train  and  on  Sundays,  when  employees 
were  not  on  duty,  there  should  have  been  an  extra  hand  on  duty. 

Q.  Was  the  smoke  stack  furnished  with  as  good  apparatus  for  arresting 
sparks  as  was  consistent  with  the  eiBcient  working  of  the  engme  ?    If  you 
think  the  apparatus  was  defective,  was  it  by  reason  of  its  not  being  of  the 
best  kind,  or  because  it  was  out  of  order  ?    A.  Out  of  order. 
Verdict  for  plaintiff  $800. 

On  motion  to  set  aside  verdict,  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  unanimously 
sustained  the  verdict. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
coijrt  below,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  1.  That  the  questions  were  proper  ques- 
tions to  put  the  jury,  and  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  appellants'  servant  to  sustain  the  finding. 

2.  If  a  railway  company  are  guilty  ■  *"  default  in  the  discharge  of  the  duty 
of  running  their  locomotives  in  a  proper  and  reasonable  manner,  they  are 
responsible  for  all  damage  which  is  the  natural  consequence  of  such  default, 
whether  such  damage  is  occasioned  by  fire  escaping  from  the  engine  coming 
directly  in  contact  with  and  consuming  the  property  of  third  persons,  or  is 
caused  to  the  property  of  such  third  persons  by  fire  communicating  thereto 
from  the  property  of  the  railway  company  themselves,  which  had  been 
ignited  by  fire  escaping  from  the  engine  coming  directly  in  contact  therewitL 
3.  The  statute  14  Geo.  3  oh.  78  sec.  86,  which  is  an  extension  of  6  Anne 
ch,  31  sees.  6  and  7,  is  in  force  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  as  part  of  the  law 
of  England  introduced  by  the  Constitutional  Act  31  Geo.  3  ch.  31,  but  has 
no  applicdtion  to  protect  a  party  from  legal  liability  as  a  consequence  of 
negligence. 
"^^  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

- '  Canada  Southern  Railway  t.  Phelps.-23rd  June,  1881. 

l7«   Railway  Company— SparkH  from  engine— Proper  care  to  prevent  einl» 
Hlon  of— Use  of  wood  or  coal  for  fuel— Contributory  neylig^ence. 

R  owned  a  barn  situated  about  two  hundred  feet  from  the  New  Bruns- 
'  ^,_   wick  Bailway  Company's  line,  and  such  barn  was  destroyed  by  fire,  caused, 
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as  was  alleged,  by  sparks  from  the  defendants'  engine.  An  action  was 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  said  bam  and  its  contents.  On 
the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  fuel  used  by  the  company  over  this  line  was 
wood,  and  evidence  was  given  to  the  effect  that  coal  was  less  apt  to  throw 
out  sparks.  It  also  appeared  that  at  the  place  where  thx.  "-»  occurred  ther  e 
was  a  heavy  up-grade,  necessitating  a  full  head  of  steam,  and  therefore 
increasing  the  danger  to  surrounding  property.  The  jury  found  that  the 
defendants  did  not  use  reasonable  care  in  running  the  engine,  but  in  what 
.   the  want  of  such  care  consisted,  did  not  appear  by  their  finding. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick,  that  the  company  were  under  no  obligation  to  use  coal  for 
iiiel,  and  the  use  of  wood  was  not  in  itself  evidence  of  negligence  ;  that  the 
finding  of  the  jury  on  the  question  of  negligence  was  not  satisfactory,  and 
that  therefore  there  should  be  a  new  trial. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Tbe  New  Brunswick  Batlway  Co.  T.RobinBon.— 23rd  Jane,  1884. 

18.  Expropriation— Rlirtat  of  Way— Cost  of-^narantee- Bylaw— Vltra  vires— 
lajnnctlon— 44  and  45  Tic.  ch.  40  sec.  B— Coniitmctlon  of. 

Under  44  and  45  Vic.  ch.  40  sec.  2(P.Q.)  passed  on  a  petition  of  the  Que- 
bec Central  Railway  Company,  after  notice  given  by  them,  asking  for  an 
amendment  of  their  charter,  the  town  of  Levis  passed  a  by-law  guaranteeing 
to  pay  to  the  Quebec  Centrr.1  Railway  Company  the  whole  cost  of  expropria- 
tion for  the  right  of  way  for  the  extension  of  the  railway  to  the  deep 
water  of  the  St.  Lawrence  River,  over  and  above  $30,000.  Appellants,  being 
ratepayers  of  the  town  of  LSvis,  applied  for  and  obtained  an  injunction  to  . 
stay  further  proceedings  on  this  by-law,  on  the  ground  of  its  illegality.  The 
proviso  in«sec.  2  of  the  Act,  under  which  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  L6vis 
contended  that  the  by-law  was  authorized,  is  as  follows  :  "  Provided  that 
within  thirty  days  from  the  sanction  of  the  present  Act,  the  corporation  of 
the  town  of  lAvw  furnishes  the  said  company  with  its  valid  guarantee  and 
obligation  to  pay  all  excess  over  130,000  of  the  cost  of  expropriation  for  the 
right  of  way."  By  the  Act  of  incorporation  of  the  town  of  Lfivis,  no  power  or 
authority  is  given  to  the  corporation  to  give  such  guarantee.  The  statute  44 
and  45  Vic.  ch.  40  was  passed  on  the  30th  June,  1881 ;  -and  the  by-law  form- 
ing the  guarantee  was  passed  on  the  27  th  July  following. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  L.  C, 
appeal  side,  and  restoring  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  that  the 
statute  in  question  did  not  authorize  the  corporation  of  L§vis  to  impose 
burdens  upon  the  municipality  which  were  not  authorized  either  by  their 

28 
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acta  of  incorporation  or  other  special  legislative  authority,  and  therefore  the 
.  by-law  was  invalid,  and  the  ii^unotion  must  be  sustained. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
Quebec  Warebonse  Co.  v.  I^Tla.  (31  O.L.J.  51 ;  S  G.I.T.  72.)-19tb  Jan.  1885. 

18.  ContnMt  for  coiutmcllon  of  railway— Agreement  by  company  to  deliver 
bonds— AMlvmment  of  rlyht  to  receive  bonds. 

On  the  Slst  October,  1876,  one  A.  entered  into  a  contract  with  th4 
Government  of  Nova  Scotia  for  the  construction  of  a  railway  from  New  Glu- 
gow,  N.S.,  to  a  point  on  the  Strait  of  Canso,  known  as  the  Eastern  Extenaion 
Bailway.  On  the  20th  of  December,  in  the  same  year,  A.  assigned  all  his 
right  to  said  contract  to  the  appellants,  and  on  the  same  day  an  agreement 
was  entered  into  between  the  appellants  and  the  Canada  Improvement  Com- 
pany, whereby  the  latter  undertook  to  build  and  equip  the  said  Eastern 
Extension  Railway.  On  22nd  December  the  respondent  agreed  with  the 
Canada  Improvement  Company  to  do  the  necessary  work  on  the  said  road, 
for  which  the  company  agreed  to  pay  per  mile  the  sum  of  |4,800  in  cash,  and 
$3,750  in  first  mortgage  bonds  of  the  respondent  company.  As  security  for 
his  performance  of  the  agreement,  the  respondent  gave  to  the  Canada 
Improvement  Company  a  bond,  with  two  sureties,  in  the  penal  sum  of 
f  100,000,  which  bond  was  afterwards  asrigned  to  the  Qovernment  of  Nova 
Scotia.  V 

The  respondent  proceeded  with  the  work  according  to  the  said  agree- 
ment, but  the  said  bonds  were  not  delivered  as  the  work  progressed,  and  the 
said  Canada  Improvement  Company  represented  that  they  could  not  be 
issued  at  that  time.  The  respondent,  therefore,  suspended  the  work  and 
took  proceedings  against  the  Canada  Improvement  Company  for  breach  of 
the  said  contract.  These  proceedings  were  settled  by  a  payment  to  the 
respondent  of  a  certain  sum  in  cash  and  notes,  and  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  the  appellants  of  the  first  part,  the  Canada  Improvement  Com- 
pany of  the  second  part,  and  the  respondent,  of  the  third  part,  which  agree- 
ment, after  reciting  the  above  facts,  provided  inter  alia,  as  follows : — 

That  the  Canada  Improvement  Company  would  deliver  to  respondent 
180,000  of  first  mortgage  bonds  of  appellant's  company  as  soon  as  the  same 
could  be  legally  issued,  and  use  every  diligence  to  have  them  issued,  and 
.  they  should,  so  far  as  the  parties  of  the  first  and  second  parts  could  make 
them,  be  a  lien  on  the  Truro  and  Pictou  Branch  Railway,  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Dominion  were  to  hand  over  to  the  appellants,  upon  th^astem 
Railway  Extension  and  upon  the  appellant  company  and  its  property^^ghts 
.  and  privileges  set  forth  in  section  32  of  its  Act  of  Incorporation.  A 

That  such  bonds  or  other  conveyances,  or  lien  by  which  they  might  be 
secured,  should  be  free  from  any  clauses  restraining  a  sale  of  the  property  to 
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which  such  lien  attached,  or  in  any  way  impairing  the  remedy  of  the  holders 
thereof  in  default  of  payment. 

That  the  whole  issue  of  the  first  mortgage  bonds  should  not  exceed 
11,250,000  and  should  bear  interest  at  6  per  cent.,  and  that  no  other  security 
should  take  precedence  of  the  bonds  to  be  given  to  the  respondent  But 
provision  might  be  made  for  giving  clear  titles  of  the  company's  bonds  in 
the  event  of  their  being  sold,  the  proceeds  to  be  secured  for  the  benefit  of 
the  bondholders. 

That  the  appellants  covenanted  and  guaranteed  that  the  bonds  would 
be  delivered  to  respondent  as  above  set  out,  and  that  they  would,  if  neces- 
sary, endeavour  to  procure  such  legislation  as  would  remedy  any  defects 
now  existing  in  their  organization. 

That  the  Government  of  Mova  Scotia  would  use  all  means  within  its 
power  to  enforce  the  delivery  of  such  bonds  and  might  refuse  government 
aid  to  said  companies,  until  satisfied  that  respondent's  right  to  receive 
the  said  bonds  was  protected  and  assured. 

That  the  contract  between  the  Canada  Improvement  Company  and  the 
respondent  should  be  cancelled,  and  the  bond  given  by  respondent  delivered 
up  to  him 

On  or  about  the  first  day  of  February,  1879,  the  appellants  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  Governments  of  the  Dominion  and  of  Nova  Scotia 
relinquishing  their  rights  to  the  "  Fictou  Branch  Railway,"  mentioned  in  said 
agreement,  and  agreed  to  the  repeal  of  the  Act  providing  for  the  transfer  of 
the  same  to  the  appellants,  and  that  it  should  be  retained  by  the  Dominion 
until  the  Eastern  Extension  Railway  to  the  Strait  of  Canso  and  the  steam 
ferry  across  the  strait  should  be  completed,  and  then  transferred  to  the 
appellants  on  certain  conditions.    ^    /; ;    ,    . 

This  the  respondent  claimed  to  be  a  breach  of  the  above  agreement, 
and  brought  an  action  against  the  appellants  and  the  Canada  Improve- 
ment  Company,  the  latter,  however,  not  being  served  with  the  writ  issued 
in  the  cause. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  inter  alia,  that  as  to  $40,000  of  the  said 
bonds  the  plaintiff  had  given  an  order  on  the  Canada  Improvement 
Company  for  the  delivery  of  the  same  to  the  Hon.  P.  C.  Hill,  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  of  Nova  Scotia,  which  order  had  been  accepted  by 
the  company,  and  was,  in  effect,  an  assignment  of  that  portion  of  the 
said  bonds.  The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial,  in  regard  to 
such  order,  was  that  it  was  given  on  the  condition  that  an  order  in  council 
should  be  passed  by  the  Nova  Scotia  Government  protecting  the  right  of  the 
said  plaintiff  to  have  the  said  bonds  delivered  to  him,  and  the  bonds  given 
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to  the  Canada  Improvement  Company,  aa  soourity  for  the  due  perfonoanoa 
by  the  plaintiffof  the  work  on  the  Eastom  Extension  Railway,  delivered  up 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  on  theie  eruditions  being  fulfilled  the  plaintiff  was  to 
give  to  the  Government  a  formal  assignment  of  the  said  mortgage  bonds  to 
the  extent  of  $40,000,  but  that  suoh  conditions  were  never  carried  out. 

The  plaintiff  recovered  in  the  action,  and  the  verdict  in  his  favour  wu 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  whereupon  the  defendants  in 
the  action  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and,  on  the  argument  of 
the  last  mentioned  appeal  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the 
parties,  to  which  agreement  the  Qovemment  of  Nova  Scotia  became  a 
party,  empowering  the  court  to  decide  the  case  on  the  merits  irrespective 
of  the  pleadings  or  any  technical  defence  raised  thereon,  and  limiting  the 
amount  in  question  to  the  sum  of  $40,000,  the  balance  being  satisfied  by  a 
judgment  recovered  by  the  respondent  against  the  Canada  Improvement 
Company,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  •  • ',    •>  •      '    . 

llelll,  afflirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia, 
that  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the  appellants  with  the  governments  of 
the  Dominion  and  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  was  a  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment made  between  the  appellants,  the  Canada  Improvement  Company, 
and  the  respondent,  above  in  part  recited. 

Held,  also,  that  the  order  given  to  the  Honorable  P.  C.  Hill,  was  given 
on  certain  conditions  which  were  never  carried  out,  and  was  not  an  assign- 
ment of  the  bonds  therein  mentioned,  and  therefore  the  respondent  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  $40,000,  with  interest  from  the  dato  of  the 
breach  of  the  said  agreement. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.  '  ^       :    •  ,  ■ 

[An  application  was  made  in  this  case  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  for  leave  to  appeal.  The  application  was  refused  with  costs. 
Their  lordships  considered  that  in  deciding  the  case  under  the  agreement 
entered  into  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  was  not  acting 
in  its  ordinary  jurisdiction  as  a  court  of  appeal,  but  was  acting  under  the 
special  reference  made  to  it  under  this  agreement.  Further,  their  lordships 
thought  that  even  if  it  were  open  to  them  to  give  leave  to  appeal,  the  ques- 
tions raised  were  not  of  sufficient  public  interest  to  induce  them  to  depart 
from  the  ordinary  rule  that  persons  who  have  gone  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  and  have  there  failed,  shall  not  proceed  any  further  to  her  Majesty 
in  Council.— 3rd  April,  1886.] 

The  Hallfiix  ACape  Breton  Coal  &  By.  Go.  t.  Gregory.-lOtli  Febraar]r,1885. 

20.  Arbitration  under  44  Vic.  ch.  43  Q. 

See  ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD  8. 


.,  ■;  ■) 
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21-  ll«KlMr«oc«-P4Hit  with  notice  t«  enclne  drlvftra  to  atop  b«ftor«  •pproMthlaff 
hwUffi—"  KflM  lp«w  loquitur  "— DitiniMrMi— Hew  trl«l-!Von<«nlt. 

An  action  by  plaintiff' to  recover  damagOB  for  personal  ii\juriei»  siutainod 
by  being  thrown  out  of  hia  waggon,  on  a  highway,  in  tlie  city  of  Winnipeg, 
called  Bridge  Street,  at  that  part  whore  it  p;,proacheB  the  liouise  Bridge, 
owing  to  his  horses  becoming  frightened  at  an  engine  and  tram  which  had 
advanced  to  the  bridge,  and  inunediately  alongside  the  public  highway 
approach  to  the  bridge.  After  taking  fright,  the  horses  became  unmanage- 
able and  ran  away,  throwing  the  respondent  out,  and  on  to  a  pile  of  stones 
on  the  lilghwuy. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  there  was  a  post  some  distance  from  the 
bridge  and  down  the  railway  track,  having  the  sign  "stop  "  painted  on  it, 
and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  stop  the  engine  at  this  sign, 
unless  the  bridge  caretaker  Hignalled  that  the  line  was  clear.  That  on  the 
occasion  complained  of,  the  engine  came  down  to  the  bridge  before  stopping. 

The  declaration  then  charged  the  defendants  with  neglecting  and  refus- 
ing to  stop  at  the  said  sign,  and  with  neglecting  and  refusing  to  obey  the 
flag  signals  of  the  bridge  caretaker ;  and  that  the  defendants  "  so  negli- 
"  gently,  unskilfully  and  improperly  managed  the  said  engine  and  train  that 
"they  allowed  the  same  to  proceed  towards  and  up  to  the  said  bridge,  and 
"  immediately  alongside  the  aforesaid  public  highway  approach  thereto,  and 
"  caused  and  permitted  steam  to  escape  from  the  said  engine  with  a  loud 
"  noise,  whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  negligent,  unskilful  and  impto- 
«  per  conduct  of  the  said  servants  of  the  defendants,  and  by  reason  of  the 
«  close  approach  of  the  said  engine  and  train,  and  by  reason  of  the  escape 
''  of  the  said  steam ;"  the  horses,  &o.,  became  frightened,  while  turning  out 
of  the  said  bridge  into  the  highway,  and  while  upon  the  highway  approach 
to  the  bridge  the  horses  ran  away,  and  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  control  or 
manage  them,  and  he  was  thrown  from  the  waggon,  &o.,  &o. 

A  demurrer  was  filed  to  this  declaration  on  the  ground  that  it  contained 
an  allegation  of  duty  which  was  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  the  declaration  did 
not  show  a  violation  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  of  any  common  law  duty, 
or  statutory  obligation. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wallbridge  C.J.,  Manitoba. 

After  the  plaintiffs  case  was  closed,  ai  motion  for  non-suit  was  made. 

His  Lordship  declined  to  non-suit,  but  gave  leave  to  defendants  to  move 
on  the  whole  case. 

Witnesses  were  then  called  for  the  defence,  and  the  jury  gave  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff  for  $750. 

In  Easter  term,  1883,  a  rule  nisi  was  taken  out,  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  enter  a  non-suit,  or  for  a  new  trial. 
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The  demurrer  was  over-ruled,  on  the  ground  that  the  allegations  pointed 

to  in  the  demurrer  did  not  stand  alone,  but  other  and  sufficient  causes  were 

shown  to  impose  upon  the  defendants  that  care  and  regard  for  the  safety  of 

'^    the  public  from  injury  by  their  acts,  the  absence  of  which  care  and  regard, 

'        constituted  with  the  wrongful  acts  charged,  the  cause  of  action  of  which  the 

plaintiff  complained. 

The  rule  nisi  was  discharged,  so  far  as  it  asked  for  a  non-suit,  but  wag 
'  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover,  but  not  having  appealed  from  the  rule  ordering  a  new 
trial,  that  rule  should  be  affirmed  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Per  Ritchie  C.  J— The  evidence  showed  that  there  was  a  man 
employed  to  watch  the  bridge,  whose  duty  it  was  to  signal  trains  cross- 
ing, and  that  he  was  there  and  discharged  his  duty.  It  was  also  shewn 
that  the  company  had  posts  erected  on  the  line  approaching  the 
bridge,  put  there  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  that  the  engines  should 
stop  there  before  approaching  the  bridge,  to  give  the  signal  to  enable 
'  them  to  cross  the  bridge  in  safety ;  but,  instead  of  stopping  there,  on 
the  occasion  in  question,  the  train  went  on  and  approached  within  a 
very  few  yt.rds  of  the  bridge  and  stopped,  when  those  persons  who 
were  crossing  the  bridge  wer'^  compelled  to  come  immediately  alongside, 
and  within  a  few  feet  of  the  engine.  The  engine  being  there  and  blowing 
off  steam,  the  horses  of  the  plaintiff  became  frightened  and  ran  away,  caus- 
ing the  damages  claimed.  The  accident  was  occasioned  solely  through  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  If  the  engine  had  stopped  at  the  indi- 
cated stopping  place,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  accident  would  not  have 
happened.  Running  it  down  as  close  as  possible  to  where  the  carriages  had 
to  cross  the  bridge  was  a  piece  of  recklessness.  There  was  no  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff ;  no  neglect  or  want  of  care  on  his 
part,  as  he  had  a  right  to  cross  the  bridge  at  the  time,  and  imder  the  cir- 
cumstances could  not  be  anywhere  else  than  where  he  was. 

Per  Strong  J. — The  case  appears  one  in  which  the  mazim  "  res  ipsa 
loquitor  "  applies.  The  defendants  by  putting  the  post  with  a  printed  sign 
board  on  it,  with  a  direction  to  engine  drivers  not  to  pass  it,  as  indicating 
the  point  beyond  whicli  it  was  not  safe  to  proceed  until  it  was  ascertained 
that  the  bridge  was  clear,  by  their  own  act  had  shown  that  the  omission  to 
•  ,  obey  this  direction  would  be  negligence. 

Per  Henry  J.~The  mere  fact  that  the  post  was  established  by  arrange- 
.  ment  between  the  city  and  railway  authorities  for  engines  to  stop  at,  made 
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the  company  liable  for  breaking  the  rule,  there  being  no  contributory  neg- 
ligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  t.  Iawson.-12tli  Hay,  1885. 

22.  Use  of  sti'eets  of  city  of  Quebec  by  North  Shore  Eaiiway  Compaay — 
Non-liability  of  corporations  for  damages  caused  by. 

Sm  CORPOKATIONS  21.  * 

23.  street  railway— Accident— Aetion  of  damaKes  for— Improper  oonstme* 
tlon  of  track— Finding  of  court  offlmt  Instance  on  the  evidence  afflrmed. 

The  plaintiff,  a  driver  employed  by  the  Montreal  Brewing  Company, 
while  crossing  the  track  of  the  defendants  on  Place  d'Armes,  opposite  the 
the  church  of  Notre  Ddjue,  was  thrown  out  of  the  waggon  which  he  was 
driving  by  the  breaking  of  the  rear  axle,  breaking  his  leg  and  sustaining 
other  severe  injuries.  He  brought  an  action  of.  damages  alleging  that  the 
accident  had  occurred  by  the  fault  of  the  defendants,  owing  to  the  improper 
construction  and  bad  order  of  the  track. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  (Torrance  J.)  found  that  the  track 
was  in  bad  order,  the  switch  being  three  inches  above  the  level  of  the  road, 
contrary  to  law,  and  that  this  caused  the  accident  without  any  fault  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  whose  damages  he  assessed  at  $2,500.  The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side)  reversed  this  judgment,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  rails,  as  well  as  the  part  of  the  rc^adway  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  maintain,  were  lawful  and  sufficient ;  that  the  defendants 
were  not  in  fault,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  exercised  the  necessary 
caution  and  prudence  to  which  he  was  bound,  and  might  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  caution  and  prudence  have  avoided  the  accident. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  questions  to 
be  decided  were  purely  matters  of  fact,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
first  instance  should  not  have  been  disturbed.  Strong  J.  dissenting,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  facts  was 
correct. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Parker  t.  Montreal  City  Passenger  Hallway  Company.— 23rd  June,  1885. 

[^n  this  case  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  refused  leave 
to  appeal.] 

24.  NegllKence-Deatta  of  wife  by— Damages  to  tansband  as  administrator- 
Benefit  of  cblldren— I<oss  of  honseliold  services— Care  and  training  of 
children. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  (11  Ont. 
App.  R.  1.),  th<\t  although  on  the  death  of  a  wife,  caused  by  negligenoe  of  a 
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railway  company,  the  husband  cannot  recover  damages  of  a  sentimenta 
charactor,  yet  the  loss  of  household  services,  accustomed  to  be  performed  by 
the  wife,  which  would  have  to  be  replaced  by  hired  services,  may  be  a  sub- 
stantial loss  for  which  damages  may  be  recovered,  and  so  also  may  be  the  loss 
to  thi3  children  of  the  care  and  moral  training  of  their  mother. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

[In  this  case  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  refused  leare 
to  appeal.]  .  .        • 

St.  lawreoce  &  Ottawa  Ry.  Co.  v.  lett,  28  C.  I.  J.  18.-16th  November,  1885. 

25.  Ftailway  Company-Cnrrlage  by  railway-Special  contract-IfeKllKenc»- 
lilablllty  for-Power  of  Company  to  protect  Itself  from-I.lve  stock  at 
owner's  risk -Railway  Act,  1868,  31  Vic.  ch.  68  sec.  20snb'sec,  4-34  Vic. 
ch.  43  sec.  5— Cons.  Ballway  Act,  1879,  (42  Vic.  ch.  9). 

A  dealer  in  horses  hired  a  car  from  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company 
for  the  purpose  of  transporting  his  stock  over  their  road,  and  signed  a  ship- 
-     ping  note  by  which  he  agreed  to  be  bound  by  the  following,  among  other 
conditions: —  ■       •       ,   .    ;^'.> 

"The  owner  of  animals  undertakes  all  risks  of  loss,  injury,  damage  and 
■     other  contingencies,  in  loading,  &o. 

"3.  When  free  passes  are  given  to  persons  in  charge  of  animals,  it  is  only 
•     on  the  express  condition  that  the  railway  company  are  not  responsible  for  any 
I  .    negligence,  default,  or  misconduct  of  any  kind,  on  the  part  of  the  company 
or  their  servants,  or  of  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  causing  or 
tending  to  cause  the  death,  injury  or  detention  of  any  person  or  persons 
travelling  upon  any  such  free  passes,  •  •  «  the  person 

us'ng  any  such  pass  takes  all  risks  of  every  kind,  no  matter  how  caused." 
The  horses  were  carried  over  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  in  charge  of  a 
!  ■    person  employed  by  the  owner,  such  person  having  a  free  pass  for  the  trip. 
r_ '    Through  the  negligence  of  the  company's  servants  a  collision  occurred  by 
which  the  said  horses  were  injured.    ^^    '      v  ■  ><;?/ ,  r:;i;,;i-^Vft- -i*    :-y-:  i-        ^ 
On  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  10  Ont.  App.  R.  162, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court,  2  Ont.  R.  197,  in  favor  of  the 
defendants,  Held,  per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.,  that  under  the 
General  RaUway  Act,  1868,  31  Vic.  ch.  68  sec.  20  sub-sec.  4,  as  amended  by 
34  Vic.  ch.  43  sec.  5,  re-enacted  by  Consol.  Ry.  Act,  1879,  42  Vic.  ch.  9  sec. 
25  sub-sees.  2,  3,  4,  which  prohibits  railway  companies  from  protectmg  them- 
selves agamst  liability  for  negligence  by  notice,  condition  or  declaration,  and 
which  applies  to  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company,  the  company  could 
not  avail  themselves  of  the  above  stipulation  that  they  should  not  be  respon- 
;  -J  sible  for  the  negligence  of  themselves  or  their  servants. 


441 
Railways  and  Railway  Companies— Continued. 

Per  Strong  and  Taschereau  JJ — That  the  words  "notice,  condition  or 

declaration/'  in  the  said  statute  contemplate  a  public  or  general  notice,  and 

do  not  prevent  a  company  from  entering  into  a  special  contract  to  protect 

itself  from  liability.  ;.   ,■      • 

Grand  Trank  By.  Co.  V.  Vogel.    lofi,  if--„i,  loo- 
Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.  v.  Morton.  /  "*'*  "*'^*"'  *'»'»*• 

26.  Acclden'— Damages— MegllCence— Wharf  Insnflaiclently  lighted— No  gate  or 
chain— Ferry. 

The  respondent,  plaintiff,  alleged  in  her  declaration  that,  on  or  about  the 
29th  October,  1883,  her  husband  Louis  Hesique  Foumier,  upon  whose  labour 
she  f.nd  hor  eleven  children  were  dependent  for  their  support,  was  drowned  at 
the  Grand  Trunk  wharf,  in  the  city  of  Quebec ;  that  the  appellant  company 
was  the  cause  of  his  death  by  its  gross  negligence,  and  culpable  and  malicious 
imprudence  and  want  of  forethought  ("par  sa  negligence  grossiere,  son 
imprudence  et  impr^voyance  coupable  at  malicieuse  ;")  that  the  company  was 
bound  by  Jaw  to  keep  its  wharves,  pontoons,  etc.,  in  good  order ;  to  put  rail- 
ings, guards  and  gates',  and  lights  sufficient  to  ensure  the  safety  of  its  passen- 
gers, and  U  light  in  a  proper  manner  its  wharves  and  pontoons,  whenever 
necessary,  all  which  it  had  failed  to  do  for  four  or  five  months  previous  to 
the  29th  October,  1883  ;  that  on  that  day  the  weather  was  rainy  and  very 
dark ;  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  having  purchased  a  ticket  to  cross 
on  the  appellant's  ferry  boat,  went  down  to  its  wharf  to  take  the  steamer 
which  was  advertised  to  leave  at  6.15  p.m. ;  that  by  reason  of  the  imprud- 
ence and  malicious  and  culpable  negligence  of  the  company,  its  wharf  and 
pontoon  were  insufficiently  lighted,  and  were  in  a  dangerous  and  slippery 
condition,  and  not  provided  with  doors,  guards  or  gates,  and  that  the  ferry 
boat  was  not  at  the  wharf,  notwithstanding  that  the  hour  of  its  arrival  had 
passed ;  that  her  husband,  while  proceeding  to  take  the  ferry,  which  he 
believed  to  be  at  the  wharf,  without  negligence  and  imprudence  on  his  part, 
and  notwithstanding  that  he  took  all  possible  precautions,  but  by  reason  of 
the  want  of  light,  end  the  absence  of  guards  or  gates,  fell  over  the  wharf  and 
was  drowned ;  and  she  prayed  for  a  condemnation  for  $5,000. 

A  perusal  of  the  declaration  establishes  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon 
charges  of  general  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  upon  specific 
omissions  :  1st.  Insufficiency  of  light.  2nd.  Want  of  gates,  guards  or  rail- 
ings.   3rd.  The  late  arrival  of  the  ferry  boat.  ,:    . 

To  this  action  the  appellants  pleaded  the  general  issue,  thus  negativing 
the  allegations  of  care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  husband, 
and  of  negligence,  general  or  special,  on  its  own  part. 

The  company's  premises  consist  of  a  large  wharf,  upon  which  the  offices, 
etc.,  are  built,  and  a  double  pontoon,  necessary  by  reason  of  the  great  rise 
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and  fall  of  the  tide,  to  the  outer  one  of  which  the  ferry  boat  moors.  The 
pontoons  are  reached  by  a  slip  in  the  wharf.  Upon  the  outer  pontoon  ii 
,  '  built  a  large  freight  shed,  through  which  a  passage  about  twelve  feet  wide 
by  thirty  feet  long  leads  to  the  river,  and  by  means  of  which  the  ferry  boat 
is  reached. 

The  deceased  HSsique  Fournier,  on  his  way  home,  at  about  6  o'clock  k 
the  evening,  came  to  the  Grand  Trimk  ferry  ;  he  crossed  diagonally  the  first 
pontoon  and  had  to  enter  the  narrow  corridor  or  passage-way  on  the  covered 
pontoon,  at  the  end  of  which  passage  he  expected  to  find  the  steamboat 
ferry  already  moored  and  prepared  to  receive  passengers  on  board.  The  end 
of  this  passage  is  closed  by  a  door  or  gate  sliding  on  rollers,  which  is  usually 
kept  shut  for  the  safety  of  freight,  and  for  preventing  rain  or  snow  from 
coming  in.  This  door  was  not  then  closed.  The  deceased  walked  through 
this  passage-way  to  get  on  board  the  ferry  boat  (which  was  late  that  even- 
ing), and  the  night  being  dark  and  foggy,  and  the  passage  lighted  with  only 
one  lamp,  he  walked  or  slipped  into  the  water  and  was  drowned.  . ; 

After  a  lengthy  trial,  in  which  the  main  point  urged  by  the  plaintiff  wag 
the  pretended  insufficiency  of  the  lights,  the  judge  who  heard  the  case  found 
that  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  husband  was  solely  due  to  his  own  gross 
negligence,  want  of  care  and  prudence,  and  that  the  accident  could  not  have 
happened  had  he  exercised  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  and  dismissed  the 

action.  ,  .  ,    .  .y,  .  .,_.i..',i\.'    .-.:.   ^.x",  ;..,,,:■  I'iVVi.:  ,•  ?   ',i,-.,  ■/      '::. 

This  judgment  was  reversed  on  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
the  Province  of  Quebec  (Mr.  Justice  Cross  dissenting),  the  court  holding  that 
the  accident  had  been  occasioned  by  the  negligence  and  want  of  due  care  of 
the  company,  and  not  to  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  Fournier,  and 
•  acljudged  $1,000  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  evidence  showed  culpable  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  railway  company  m  not  having  sufficient  lights,  and 
in  not  having  a  gate  or  chain  to  guard  against  accidents.  The  damages 
woiild  not  be  increased,  but  interest  should  be  allowed  on  the  amount 
awarded  by  the  Queen's  Bench  from  the  time  of  the  demand. 
,1       Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.  ::.-'-:f-.-[::'-A,,):<-\      •      :•. 

Grand  Tronk  By.  Co*  v.  Boalanger.-17tli  Marcb,  1S86. 

27.  Agreement  by  municipal  corporation  to  take  stock  in  i*ailway  and  to 
pay  for  same  in  debentures — Breach  of  agreement — Eight  of  railway 
company  to  sue  for  special  damages.  r 

See  DAMAGES  40.  '    ''  ^ 
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28.  Costs  of  arbitration  under  Consolidated  Eailway  Act,  1879.  '    , 

See  COSTS  3. 
28.  Farm  crossing-LlMbllliT'  of  compnny  to  provide— 14  A  15  Tic.  cli.  SI 

»e«.  13-Vnder  crosBlnff-TrMtle  bridge,  rlgbt  to   anbatltnte  embank> 

meut  for. 

The  plaintiff  in  his  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  in  the  month  of 
March,  1871,  he  entered  into  a  verbal  agreement  with  the   defendants, 
through  their  agent,  John  Avery  Tracey,  for  the  sale  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants  of  1^  acres  of  land  of  the  plaintiff  taken  by  the  defendants 
for  the  purposes  of  their  railway,  for  which  it  was  then  agreed  that  the 
defendants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  $662,  and  should  make  five  farm 
crossings  across  the  railway  on  plaintiff's  farm  ;  that  three  of  such  crossings 
should  be  level  crossings,  and  the  other  two  under  crossings ;  and  that  one 
of  such  under  crossings  should  be  of  sufficient  height  and  width  to  admit  of 
the  passage  through  it  from  one  part  of  plaintiff's  farm  to  the  other  of  loads 
of  grain  and  hay,  reaping  and  mowing  machines ;  and  that  such  crossings 
.  should  be  kept  and  maintained  by  the  defendants  for  all  time  for  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns.    That  at  the  time  when  said  agreement 
was  entered  into  the  plaintiff  was  desirous  that  the  same  should  be  reduced 
to  writing  and  signed  by  himself  and  the  said  Tracey  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  and  that  he  particularly  requested  said  Tracey  to  reduce  to  writing 
and  sign  that  part  of  the  said  agreement  relative  to  the  farm  crossings  to  be 
made  and  maintained  by  defendants  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  but  that  said 
Tracey  assiu-ed  the  plaintiff  that  a  writing  was  unnecessary,  and  that  the  law 
would  compel  defendants  to  build  and  maintain  said  crossings,  although  the 
agreement  with  reference   thereto  was  not   in  writing,    and  the  plaintiff 
believing  such  representations  and  relying  thereon,  did  not  further  insist 
upon  the  said  agreement  being  reduced  to  writing.    That  in  pursuance  of 
said  agreement  the  plaintiff,  by  indenture  bearing  date  the  16th  day  of 
March,  1871,  duly  conveyed  the  said  7i^i)V  acres  of  land  to  defendants,  and 
the  defendants  took  possession  of  the  same  and  paid  the  plaintiff'  the  money 
consideration  agreed  upon  therefor,  and  built  their  railway  along  and  upon 
said  parcel  of  land,  and  furnished  the  several  level  and  under  crossings  so 
stipulated  for  and  agreed  upon  between  plaintiff  and  defendants  as  aforesaid, 
and  haH  maintained  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  \irho  had  used  the 
same  without  any  interruption  or  hindrance  from  the  tune  the  said  railway 
was  built  until  the  8th  of  October,  1881,  on  which  day  the  defendants  caused 
„,.  the  larger  of  the  said  two  imder  crossings  to  be  boarded  so  as  to  render  it 
^;    impassable  by,  and  useless  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  on  several  occasions  since 
the  defendants  had  caused  the  said  under  crossings  to  be  partly  filled  up 
with  earth  and  rubbish,  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  to  great  trouble  and 
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expense  in  removing  aucli  earth  and  other  obstructionB  from  the  said  under 
crossings,  and  rendering  them  fit  for  use  by  the  plaintiff.  And  the  plaintiff 
claimed .-     Ist.  Damages  for   the   wrongs  complained  of.    2nd.  An  order 

'  restraining  the  defendants  from  any  repetition  of  any  of  the  acts  complained 
of.    3rd.  Such  further  relief  as  the  nature  of  the  case  might  require. 

The  defendants,  in  their  statement  of  defence,  admitted  that  Tracey  wu 
a  purchasing  agent  of  theirs  for  right  of  way ;  but  they  alleged  that  the  sum 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  merely  for  the  expropriation  of  his  land,  but 
was  for  all  damages  to  his  property  through  which  the  right  of  way  was 
taken,  in  so  far  as  it  was  ii\juriously  affected.  They  denied  that  their  agent 
made  any  bargain  or  contract  with  the  plaintiff  for  three  level  and  two  under 
crossings,  as  alleged  in  the  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim ;  if  he  did  be 
had  no  authority  from  the  defendants  to  make  the  alleged  promises,  and  that 
defendants  were  not  bound  thereby ;  and  they  deuied  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  larger  under  crossmg  in  respect  of  which  this  action  was 
brought,  or  to  any  under  crossing,  or  that  the  defendants  were  liable  to  fumiEh 
and  maintain  the  same.  They  also  denied  that  they  furnished  the  under 
crossings  in  the  plaintiffs  claim  mentioned  in  pursuance  of  any  agree- 
ment. They  alleged  that  at  the  places  where  the  alleged  iinder  cross- 
ings were  there  were  depressions  in  the  ground  which  the  defendants 
bridged  over  instead  of  filling  up,  for  economy,  intending  that  these  and 
other  similar  depressions  along  the  line  of  their  railway  should  be  filled  up 
with  earth  as  soon  as  they  should  have  the  means  to  do  so,  and  the  super- 

•  structures  over  such  depressions  sbo^ild  require  removal ;  and  although  they 
were  always  ready  and  willing  to  allow  land  owners  to  use  these  places  as 
under  crossings  and  afforded  them  facilities  for  using  them  as  such,  it  never 
was  the  intention  of  the  defendants  that  the  plaintiff  or  persons  similarly 
situated  should  have  the  right  to  use  these  crossings  permanently,  and  they 
avowed  that  they  had  furnished  the  plaintiff  with  good  and  suitable  over 
crossings,  and  they  denied  that  they  were  legally  bound  to  furnish  him  with 
any  others  3  and  they  finally  pleaded  the  statute  of  frauds  as  a  bar  to  the 
action.  '  «    .  "  '  / 

Mr.  Justice  Proudfoot  made  a  decree  in  the  plaintiff's  favor  granting  to 
him  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  interfering  with, 
hindering  or  obstructing  the  plaintiff  in  his  possession,  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  under  crossings,  under  the  defendants  railway  on  lots  numbers  10  &  11 
in  the  9th  concession  of  the  township  of  Townsend  (4  Ont.  R.  28).  The 
defendants  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  firom  this  decree  and 
that  court  varied  the  decree  granting  the  plaintiff  an  injunction  restraining 
the  defendants  from  interfering  with,  hindering,  or  obstructing  the  plaintiff 
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in  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  under  crossing  under  the  defendant's  railway, 
&c.,  &c.,  until  compensation  should  have  been  made  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes  in  that  behalf  for  the  additional  injury  to  the  plaintifTs 
farm  from  any  further  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  company  by  which  the 
plaintiff  might  be  deprived  of  the  said  under  crossing ;  and  with  these  varia- 
tions and  directions  the  defendant's  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs  (11 
Ont.  App.  R.  287). 

From  the  decree  so  varied  both  parties  appealed,  the  defendants  insist- 
ing that  the  plaintiff's  action  should  have  been  wholly  dismissed,  and  the 
plaintiff  that  the  original  decree  as  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Proudfoot  should 
not  have  been  varied. 

Held,  the  evidence  established  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  law  to 
secure  the  farm  crossings  to  which  he  considered  himself  entitled,  and  not 
upon  any  contract  made  with  the  defendants  through  their  agent,  and  that 
the  cost  of  the  under-crossing  claimed  would  be  altogether  disproportionate 
to  the  plaintiff's  own  estimate  of  its  value  and  of  the  value  of  the  farm. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  get,  and  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
provide  such  farm  crossings  as  might  be  necessary,  or  reasonably  sufficient 
for  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  his  farm,  the  nature,  location  and  number  of 
said  crossings  to  be  determined  on  a  reference  to  the  master  of  the  court 
below.  Brown  v.  The  Toronto  and  Nipissing  Ry.  Co.,  26  U.  C.  C.  P.  206, 
over-ruled. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  dissenting Tracey  was  the  agent  of  the  company 

to  secure  the  right  of  way  for  the  company,  and,  as  incidental  to  that,  was 
clothed  with  authority  to  make  agreements  with  the  parties  whose  lands  he 
was  negotiating  for  with  reference  to  the  nature  and  location  of  crossings  ; 
the  evidence  showed  that  he  had  concluded  an  agreement  (subsequently 
ratified  by  the  defendants)  with  the  plaintiff  for  a  crossing  under  the  trestle 
bridge,  which  alone  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  was  in  the  conten^plation 
of  the  company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  for  it  by  the  reduced  price 
of  his  land ;  he  should  therefore  not  be  deprived  of  his  under-crossing,  but 
the  defendants  if  they  wished  to  construct  an  embankment  in  lieu  of  the 
trestle  bridge  should  do  so  in  a  manner  to  preserve  the  plaintiff's  sub-way, 
or  adopt  such  proceedings  as  will  compensate  plaintiff  therefor. 

Per  Uwynne  J.— The  substitution  of  the  word  "at "  in  sec.  13  of  ch.  66 
of  the  C.  S.  C.  for  the  word  "and"  in  sec.  13  of  ch.  51  of  14  and  15  Vic. 
makes  no  difference  in  the  construction  of  the  section.  The  amendment 
appears  to  have  been  made  to  make  the  section  more  perfect  than  it  origi- 
nally was  and  to  express  what  was  intended,  but  was  omitted  in  the  section 
as  it  was.    The  word  "  and  "  being  by  inadvertence  used  instead  of  "  at," 
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the  section  failed  to  oxpreas  where  the  "openings,  gates  or  bars  in  the 
fences  "  were  to  be.  But  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  they  were  intended  to 
be  at  "  the  farm  crossings  of  the  road  for  the  use  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
lands  adjoining  the  railway."  The  substitution  of  "  at "  in  the  Consolidated 
Statutes  for  "and"  precisely  expresses  this  intention.  This  statute  so 
amended  is  to  be  construed  as  regarding  farm  crossings  to  be  a  necessary 
convenience  for  the  use  of  the  proprietors  of  the  lands  adjoining  the  railway 
when  one  part  of  a  man's  property  is  separated  from  the  residue  by  the 
railway,  and  to  which  necessary  convenience  such  proprietor  is  entitled  as  of 
right,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  he  has  released  and  abandoned  his  right 
upon  receiving  compensation  from  the  railway  company.  When  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  a  farm  is  separated  by  a  railway  from  another  substantial 
part,  or  a  man's  house  is  separated  from  his  barn  or  stables,  or  the  like,  then 
farm  crossings  constitute  such  a  necessary  requisite  to  the  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment of  his  property  by  the  owner  that  no  man  can  be  deprived  of  them 
otherwise  than  by  an  instrument  to  that  effect  voluntarily  executed  by  him, 
upon  receipt  of  compensation  adjudged  to  him  by  process  of  law,  and  the 
ordinary  courts  of  the  country  are  the  courts  wherein  all  differences  between 
parties  as  to  the  nature,  location  and  nimiber  of  the  crossings  and  all  other 
matters  incidentally  arising  are  to  be  adjudicated  upon  and  determined. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Canada  Soathern  By.  Co.  V.  Clouse.— 0th  April,  irS6. 

30.  Farm    croBslng— Under    crossinK-AKreement    for    cattle    pass— Trestle 
brld8>e»  rlglit  to  substitute  embankment  for. 

This  case  differs  from  that  of  Clouse  v.  The  Canada  Southern  By.  Co. 
(see  Railways  and  Railway  Companies  29,)  in  this  that  an  agreement  was 
reduced  to  writing  to  the  effect  that  S.,  through  whom  the  plaintift  claimed, 
should  "  have  liberty  to  remove  for  his  own  use  all  buildings  on  the  said 
right  of  way,  and  that  in  the  event  of  there  being  constructed  on  the  same 
lot  a  trestle  bridge  of  sufficient  height  to  allow  of  the  passage  of  cattle,  the 
company  will  so  construct  their  fence  to  each  side  thereof  as  not  to  impede 
the  passage  thereunder." 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  (11 
Ont.  App.  R.  306),  Hitchie  C. J.  dissenting,  'that  the  agreement  provided  for  a 
passage  for  cattle  only,  and  that  conditional  upon  there  being  a  trestle  bridge 
of  sufficient  height  to  permit  of  such  a  passage,  and  did  not  make  the  right 
of  the  company  to  discontinue  the  trestle  bridge  and  erect  an  embankment 
subject  to  the  construction  of  a  cattle  pass  in  the  embankment  or  a  re-valua- 
tion of  the  land.  The  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim  should  be  dismissed 
with  costS|  but  such  dismissal  would  not  operate  against  any  claim  which  be 
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might  have  under  the  law  for  such  farm  crosBings  as  might  be  necessary  for 
the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  severed  lands. 

Appeal  allowed  with  oosts.  '■''  •■•■  "    i  i-  .'.•»  «<   ■ 

Canada  Soathern  By.  Go.  t.  Irwln.-Oth  April,  1S86. 

Reasonable  and  Probable  Cause. 

See  CAPIAS.  ,  ^  '  '    '    '     "     '         ,''[  '    "" 

«    INSOLVENCY  9.  "  '  '  \       \\    ,^ 

"   LICENSE  7.  '.■•''•       '■'•' 

Res  inter  alios  acta. — Judgment  against  original  vendor  in  hypothe- 
cary action  against  bub-purchasers. 
Set  SALE  OF  LANDS  9. 

Rescission — Bill  for,  on  gi-ound  of  fraud.  •     •,  .■ 

<See  SALE  OF  LANDS  6. 

2.  Of  contract.  .    .  , 

See  CONTRACr  23. 

Registration—  Agrocmont  that  mortgage  should  have  priority. 
^Vf  MORTGAGE  1. 

2.  Deed  creating  easement — Should  be  registered  under  Eev.  Stats.  N.  S., 
4th  series,  ch.  79  sees.  9  and  19— Defeated  by  registration  of  subse- 
quent conveyance  without  notice.  • 

See  TRESPASS  5.  '  '  '  '       ■'      "    "    ,-■•'■■  ■v.-^^^-c^" 

3.  Purchase  for  value  without  notice.  '  .J 

See  MORTGAGE  9.  : ;  ;•    .  i' -  o^:); '■ 

Remoteness-Devise  void  for.  >    >=■ 

See  WILL  1.  .  i 

Renunciation— To  the  community.       ...      .         :       r^.   ■ 

See  OPPOSITION.  ,       : 

Replevin — Contract  not  to  distrain.  '    '  —   ' 

See  DISTRESS  1.     I'.— \         ■■  r..  \\:  ,    .^  ■^.-j-^b:.-:    . 

a.  Possemilon  as  against  wrongadoer— Mixture  of  logs. 

L.  e<  al.,  claiming  certain  lands  in  the  township  of  Horton  under  a  paper 
title,  built  a  barn  and  camp  in  1875,  commenced  and  continued  logging  all 
that  winker  and  in  subsequent  years.  In  1877  MoD.,  setting  up  a  title  under 
certain  proceedings,  adopted  at  a  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town- 
ship in  1847,  held  for  the  purpose  of  making  provision  for  the  poor,  by  which 
certain  commissioners  were  authorized  to  sell  vacant  lands,  entered  upon 
and  cut  on  the  lands  in  question  some  500  trees,  which  he  put  on  the  ice 
outside  and  inside  li.  et  aUs   boom,  mixing  them    with    some  900  logs. 
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already  in  said  boom  and  cut  by  L.  et  al.,  in  such  a  way  that  they  oould  not 
be  distinguished.  MoD.  then  claimed  the  whole  as  his  own,  and  resisted  L 
et  al.'$  attempt  to  remove  them.  Action  of  replevin  brought  by  L.  et  al. 
for  1,440  logs  out  on  said  lands. 

Held,  that  L.  et  al.'s  possesflion  of  the  lands  in  question  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  them  to  recover,  in  the  present  action  against  MoD.,  who  was  a 
wrong-doer,  all  the  logs  cut  on  the  lands  in  question. 

Per  Strong  J. — When  one  party  wrongfully  intermingles  his  logs  with 
those  of  another,  all  the  party  whose  log^  are  intermingled  can  require  is, 
that  be  should  be  permitted  to  take  from  the  whole  an  equivalent  in  num- 
ber and  quality  for  those  which  he  originally  poflsessed. 

McDonald  v.  Lane*— vli,  462. 
3.    PoBsesBion  by  Sheriff  under  writ  of.  ,     ,       ,. 

See  CONTRACT  14.  ' 

Requdte  Civile. 

See  OPPOSITION  2. 
«    SHERIFFS.  .  I 

Residuary  Personal  Estate.  ^ 

,  ..  -See  WILL  6.        ,.  '   .     ..    .  ;; 

Respondeat  Superior.  n^s 

See  ASSESSMENT  3. 
Returning  Officer— Neglect  of  duty— Effect  of. 

See  ELECTION  12.  •    ,        '  , 

Revendication—  Of  bonds  deposited  as  collateral  security. 

See  BONDS.  '  ,    ,    .    , 

2.    Of  goods.  • 

See  DAMAGES  30. 

Review,  Court  of,  P.  Q.— No  appeal   to  Supreme  Court  from  judg- 
ment of.  ■•    ''■:-  ■ 
See  JURISDICTION  12. 

2.    New  ti'ial  ordered  by,  in  case  tried  In  a  rural  district — 34  Vic.  ch  4 
sec.  10  and  35  Vic.  ch.  6  sec.  13  (P.Q.)  * 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  14. 
Right  of  Way— Public — ^Extinguished  by  necessary  implication. 

See  ACCRETION  1. 

2..  Possessory  action — ^Plea  of  having  exercised  right  of  way  for  many 

years.  "'T^  ;  >•   ■  ''"•  ■    ''  '■ 

See  POSSESSORY  ACTION. 

Riparian  Proprietors— Rights  of  as  to  fishing.   ';:•":.   -^   .' 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  4.  • ..;  ..    ;..  ; 

"    FISHERIES  3. 
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RiVOrS — Obstruction  in  navigable. 
See  LEGISLATURE  8. 
"    NAVIGATION. 

ROftu— 'Roiid  und«>r  control  of  Th<>  <tii<>I>«>e  Morlh  Nhor«>  Tnrnplk«>  RomI 
trnNt<MHt-l*ctltory  action  by  triiMtcPM -No  title  to  niipiiort-No  |»<Mw«««lon 
by  tmiit4>««  except  of  irrannd  nctiinlly  hhmI  by  pnblle— Nemble,  the  pro* 
perty  In  nnch  ronnU  vented  In  tlie  Oown  -Power  to  widen  by  expro* 
priatlon— ae  U«o.  3  ch.  o-l  Vic.  ch.  17—18  Vic    ch.  100  Nee.  41  («|.) 

The  appellants,  as  ownurs  in  trust  and  administrators  of  a  certain  turn- 
pike road,  extending  from  the  city  of  Quebec  to  a  place  called  Saut-a-la-Puce, 
instituted  the  present  suit  against,  the  respondent  to  rectify  an  encroach- 
ment upon  the  said  road,  lliey  alleged  in  their  declaration  :  "  That  in  the 
month  of  June,  1H80,  or  about  that  time,  the  defendant  illegally  and  with- 
out any  right  whatsoever,  unjustly  took  posuession  of  a  part  of  the  property 
belonging  to  plaintiffs,  to  wit :  of  a  part  of  the  aforesaid  rond,  hereinabove 
described,  being  about  20  feet  front  by  5  feet  in  depth  of  the  said  road,  situate 
in  the  said  parish  of  Ch&teau  Richer  on  the  north  side  of  said  road,  opposite 

a  lot  of  land  belonging  to  and  possessed  by  the  defendant TImt  the 

said  defendant,  after  having  thus  illegally,  knowingly  and  without  any  right, 
taken  possession  of  the  said  piece  of  land,  dug  deeply  in  and  under  the  said 
road  and  erected  and  built  on  the  said  piece  of  land  a  building  or  cellar, 
and  committed  other  acts  and  encroachments,  which  he  had  no  right  to  com- 
mit, thereby  decreasing  the  legal  width  of  the  road  by  at  least  5  fuet." 

The  delay  for  bringing  an  action  en  demolition  being  expired,  the  appel- 
lants by  their  conclusions  asked  to  be  declared  proprietors  in  possession  of 
said  road  and  to  have  the  said  building  or  cellar  removed  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  law.  ,  . 

To  this  action  the  respondent  pleaded  (1)  the  general  issue,  and  (2) 
specially  by  a  peremptory  exception  that  the  part  of  the  said  road  which 
ran  through  his  land  was  a  portion  of  said  land  ;  that  he  acquired  said  land 
at  sheriff's  sale  ^  that  he  was  owner  of  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  road, 
which  in  the  said  place  was  bounded  on  the  north  by  a  ditch  and  on  the 
south  by  a  feace,  and  that  the  building  of  the  said  cellar  in  no  way  encroached 
upon  the  road  in  question. 

The  road  was  put  under  the  control  of  the  appellants  by  the  16th  Vic. 
ch.  235  sec.  5  sub-sec.  9,  in  1853.  The  width  of  main  roads  or  the  King's 
Highways  was  regulated  then  by  the  36  Geo.  III.  ch.  9  sec.  2 :  "  And  be  it 
further  enacted,  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  the  King's  Highways  shall 
be  thirty  feet  wide  between  two  ditcheq,  each  of  throe  feet  wide,  and  of 
suflScient  depth  to  drain  off  the  water,  and  where  the  said  highways  are  not 
already  thirty  feet  wide,  [French  measure— equal  to  thirty-one  feet  ten  and 
one-half  inches  English]— the  Grand  Voyer,  if  he  shall  think  it  necessary  and 
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practicable,  shall  oauae  them  to  be  widened  by  the  person  bound  to  repair 
the  samo." 

The  statute  which  created  the  trust,  ordinance  4  Vic.  oh.  17  sec.  3,  vested 
the  trustees  with  all  the  powers  which  were  vested  in  the  Urand  Voyera  or 
the  municipal  councils  by  36  Oeo.  III.  ch.  9,  and  by  ordinance,  4  Vic.  oh.  4 
sees.  37  and  45  ;  8  Vic.  ch.  40  sees.  28  and  30 ;  10  and  11  Vio.  ch.  7  sees.  33 
and  39. 

And  it  ordered  and  enacted  that  the  said  trustees,  in  the  manner  which 
they  deem  fit,  might  cause  the  said  roads  and  each  of  them,  and  the  bridges 
thereupon,  to  be  improved  and  widened,  repaired  and  made  anew,  and 
might,  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  by  themselves,  their  agonta 
and  servants,  go  into  and  enter  upon,  and  talce  any  land  or  real  property. 

In  support  of  their  pretension  that  the  road  should  bo  thirty-six  feet  wide 
(French  measure)  the  ditches  forming  ^>art  of  the  road,  the  appellants  cited 
41st  sec.  of  18  Vic.  ch.  100  (Q.)  which  amended  the  existing  law  as  to  the 
width  of  highways :  "  No  front  road  hereafter  to  be  opened  shall  be  less 
than  thirty-six  feet  (French  measure)  in  width,"  and  argued  that  this  Act 
must  have  been  bt^ed  on  the  general  custom  which  had  existed  up  to  that 
time  of  making  all  front  roads  thirty-six  feet  wide  (French  measure.) 

In  1854  the  appellants  macadamized  the  road  in  question  and  made  the 
ditch  on  the  north  side  of  the  road,  thereby  fixing,  themselves,  the  limit  of 
the  road ;  and  the  evidence  showed  they  placed  it  there  because  there  ia  on 
the  north  side  of  the  road  a  hill  which  terminates  at  tlie  ditch,  and  at  the 
distance  of  one  foot,  and  one  foot  nine  inches  from  the  edge  of  the  ditch,  ''a 
iront  of  the  cellar,  the  ground  is  four  feet  some  inches  higher  than  the  level 
of  the  road,  therefore  it  was  not  possible  to  pass  there,  or  to  make  a  ditcl  to 
drain  the  road. 
>  The  appellants  made  the  ditch  at  the  foot  of  the  hill,  the  only  place 

where  it  was  practicable  to  make  it ;  and  they  thereby  left  beyond  the  ditch 
and  consequently  beyond  the  road  the  ground  they  claimed  as  forming  part 
of  the  road.  The  south  side  of  the  road  was  bounded  by  a  fehce,  and  between 
the  fence  and  the  north-east  side  of  the  ditch  there  was  a  width  of  thirty  feet, 
and  from  the  edge  of  the  north-east  side  of  the  ditch  to  that  of  the  corner 
of  the  cellar,  there  was  a  width  of  one  foot  nine  inches ;  at  the  south  corner 
the  width  was  nine  inches  less. 

The  appellants'  action  was  maintained  in  the  Superior  Court  by  Mr. 
Justice  Casault. 

Respondent  having  carried  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  three 
of  the  honorable  judges,  Dorion  C.J.  and  Monk  and  Tessier  JJ.,  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  Superior  CJourt,  Cross  and  Baby  JJ.  dissenting.  (The 
judgment  of  Dorion  C.J.  will  be  found  reported  in  3  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R  65.) 
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The  appoUantH  appealed  to  the  iSupreme  Court  of  Canada  and  claimed 
that  the  said  judgment  of  the  Court  of  (jueen'a  Bench  should  bo  revumnd  for, 
amungst  others,  the  three  following  reosoni,  because:  Ut.  Thoy  had  a  per- 
fect right  to  bring  the  action  they  instituted  against  the  respondent ;  2nd. 
The  road  in  question  should  bo  38  feet  3  inches  (equal  to  ^i\  feet  French 
measure)  wide  at  loaat;  and  3rd.  Respondent  had  deoruased  the  lo^al 
width  of  the  road  by  at  least !)  feet,  which  he  was  bound  to  restore  to  the 
appellants,   v    i  i    . 

Held,  per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Foumier  and  Henry  JJ,,'that  the  road  was 
an  ancient  road  which  was  not  of  the  width  of  30  feet  (French  moasure) 
when  the  appellants  reooived  control  of  it ;  that  the  law  clearly  recognized 
such  roads,  and  contemplated  that  the  Qrand  Voyer,  if  he  should  think  it 
necessary  and  practicable,  should  cause  such  roads  to  be  widened,  and  this 
he  had  never  done  as  regards  this  road ;  that  the  appellants  in  1854  appear 
to  have  taken  the  road  in  the  state  it  then  was,  and  never  to  have  exercised 
the  power  of  widening  it  given  them  by  4  Vic.  ch.  17>  upon  paying  an 
indemnity  to  the  proprietor;  and  that  whether  the  road  was  tho  legal 
width  or  not  the  appellants  had  no  right  to  any  ground  beyond  what  formed 
part  of  the  road,  and  served  as  such  for  the  use  of  the  public  and  for  the 
ditches,  if  any ;  and  therefore  could  not  claim  the  ground  beyond  the  ditch 
on  the  north  side  of  the  rood,  which  could  not  be  and  never  waa  used  by  the 
public,  and  never  formed  part  of  the  road. 

Per  Strong  and  Henry  J.J.,  that  the  property  of  the  road  was  vested  in 
the  Crovm,  and  the  otfect  of  tho  statutes  was  not  to  take  the  property  out 
of  the  Crown  and  vest  it  in  the  trustees,  but  to  make  them  custodians  of  the 
rood  and  the  tolls,  for  the  benefit  of  the  bondholders  and  the  public.  The 
appellants  failed  to  show  either  title  or  possession,  and  the  action  therefore 
failed. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.     (Qw3mne  J.  dissenting). 
The  Qaebec  North  Bhore  Turnpike  Bead  Trustees  v.  Tezina.  -8tli  March,  1884. 
Road  allowance.  .     .  ►  - 

■'"  See  HIGHWAY.        "      '   ''' *''T:''''' '7"' \J\,^';;' ^ . ,'' . 

Saint  John,  City  of. 

^     See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  3,  6,  9,  11.      , ,; ,' •'  „.  ,f  .. 
«    CONTRACT  4.  20. 
Sale  of  Goods — Damasrefi  for  breach  of  warranty— Snbseqnent  action  for 
priee— Evidence  in  mitlitation. 

C.  wishing  to  procure  a  water  wheel  which,  with  the  existing  water 
power,  would  be  sufficient  to  drive  the  machinery  in  h\$  mill,  A.  undertook 
to  put  in  a  "  Four- Foot  Sampson  Turbine  Wheel,"  which  he  warranted  would 
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bo  suflacient  for  the  purpose.  The  wheel  was  afterwards  put  in,  but  proved  not 
to  be  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  wanted.  The  time  for  payment  of 
the  agreed  price  of  the  article  having  elapsed,  C.  sued  A.  for  breach  of  the 
warranty  and  recovered  $438  damages.  A.  subsequently  sued  C.  for  the 
price,  and  C.  offered  to  give  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages  that  the 
wheel  was  worthless  and  of  no  value  to  him.  Objection  was  taken  that  it 
was  not  competent  to  C.  to  give  any  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages  by 
reason  of  the  breach  of  warranty,  or  on  the  ground  of  the  wheel  not  answer- 
ing the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended,  and  the  learned  judge  presiding 
at  the  trial  declared  the  evidence  inadmissible. 

Held,  on  appeal  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
Ontario,  that  i  the  tune  for  payment  of  the  agreed  price  of  the  article  had 
elapsed  when  the  first  action  was  brought,  and  only  special  damages  for 
breach  of  warranty  had  been  recovered,  the  evidence  tendered  by  C.  in  this 
case   of  the  worthlessness   or  inferiority  of    the  article   was   admissible. 

(Strong  J.  dissenting.) 

^         *  Chnrcli  v.  Abell-1, 441 

2 .  Sale  of  gooda-Ooods  sold  by  aiirent  as  principal  -Rigrtat  of  set  off. 

The  B.  M.  Co.  (plaintiffs)  sued  D.  (defendant)  for  goods  sold  and  deUvered. 
D.  pleaded  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  him  by  one  A.,  whom  the  defendant 
believed  to  be  the  principal,  and  that  before  the  defendant  knew  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  the  principals,  the  said  A.  became  indebted  to  the  defendant 
in  a  sum  of  $400,  which  he,  the  defendant,  was  willing  to  set  off  against  the 
plaintiffs'  claim.    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  this  plea. 

Held,  that  the  defendant,  having  purchased  the  goods  without  notice 
of  A.'8  being  an  agent,  and  A.  having  cold  them  in  his  own  name,  could  set 
off"  the  debt  dae  to  him  from  A.  personally,  in  the  same  way  as  if  A.  had  been 
the  principal ;  and  that  the  verdict  should  be  sustained. 

Tbe  BowmaDTlUe  Machine  Co.  t.  Dempsterr-li,  at. 

3.  Timber,  sale     . 

See  AGREEMEM'  1,  4. 

4*   Contract  for  pnrcbase  of  corn— Bill  of  lading— Draft  on  pnrchasers-Jiu 
disponendl— Delivery. 

W.,  a  commission  merchant  residing  at  Toledo,  Ohio,  purchased  and 
shipped  a  cargo  of  com  on  the  order  of  C.  et  al.,  distillers  at  Belleville,  and 
drew  on  them  at  ten  days  from  the  date  for  the  price,  freight  and  insurance. 
This  draft  was  transferred  to  a  bank  in  Toledo  and  the  amount  of  it  received 
by  W.  from  the  bai^k,  and  the  com,  having  been  insured  by  W.  for  his  own 
benefiti  was  shipped  by  him  under  a  bill  of  lading,  which,  together  with  the 
policy  of  insur&nce,  was- assigned  by  him  to  the  same  bank.  The  bank  for- 
warded the  draft,  policy  and  bill  of  lading  to  their  agents  at  Belleville,  with 
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instructions  that  the  corn  was  not  to  be  delivered  imtil  the  draft  was  paid. 
The  draft  was  accepted  by  C.  et  al.,  but  tho  cargo  arriving  at  Belleville  in  a 
damag'id  and  heated  condition,  between  the  dates  of  the  acceptance  and  the 
maturity  of  the  said  draft,  C.  et  al.  refused  to  receive  it  and  afterwards  to  pay 
draft  at  maturity.  Thereupon  the  bank  and  W.  sold  the  cargo  for  behalf  of 
whom  it  might  concern,  credited  C.  et  al.  with  the  proceeds  o»,  account  of 
draft,  and  W.  filed  a  bill  to  recover  balance  and  interest. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  Strong 
J.  dissenting,  that  the  contract  was  not  one  of  agency,  and  that  the  property 
in  the  com  remained  bj  the  act  of  W.  in  himself  and  his  assignees,  until  after 
the  arrival  of  the  corn  at  Belleville  and  payment  of  the  draft  5  and  the  dam- 
age to  the  corn  having  occurred  while  the  property  in  it  continued  to  be  in 
W.  and  his  assignees,  C.  et  al.  should  not  bear  the  loss. 

Corby  t.  Wllliams.-TU.  470. 

5.     SBleofflstalnstorage-ttlght  to   hold  goods  by  bailee  for  unpaid  pur- 
cbase  money— Delivery  of  part. 

Actionof  trover  charging  the  appellants  with  converting  250  barrels  of 
mackerel,  which  were  the  property  of  W.  M.  R.  the  respondent's  assignor. 
One  of  the  branches  of  appellants'  business  was  supplying  merchants  who 
were  connected  with  the  fishing  business  in  the  country,  and  who  in  return 
sent  them  fish,  which  v/as  sold  and  the  proceeds  placed  by  appellants  to 
credit  of  their  customers.  One  S.,  who  so  dealt  with  appellants,  in  October, 
1877,  sent  them  77  barrels  of  herring  and  236  barrels  of  mackerel.  On  3rd 
November,  1877,  S.  sold  all  the  fish  he  had,  including  those  mackerel,  to  one 
R.  at  $8  a  barrel,  when  some  were  delivered,  leaving  236  barrels  in  the  appel- 
lants' store,  and  in  payment  received  $4,000  and  a  promissory  note  for  $4,000 
at  four  months.  This  note  vas  given  to  appellants  by  S.  on  account  of  his 
general  indebtedness.  On  the  4th  March,  1878,  B.  became  insolvent,  and 
the  respondent,  who  was  subsequently  appointed  assignee,  demanded  the 
236  barrels  of  mackerel  and  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  same.  After 
issue  was  joined,  the  appellants  proved  agalust  the  estate  of  B.  on  the  note 
and  received  a  dividend  on  it.  The  chief  justice  at  the  trial  gave  judgment 
for  $1,888,  less  $46.10  for  one  month's  insurance  and  six  months'  storage,  and 
found  that  the  appellar.ts  had  knowledge  that  the  fish  sued  for  were 
included  by  the  insolvent  in  the  statement  of  his  assets,  and  made  no 
objection  thereto  known  to  the  assignee  or  creditors  at  the  meeting. 

Held,  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the  appellants  having  failed  to  prove 
the  right  of  property  in  themselves,  upon  which  they  relied  at  the  trial,  tlie 
respondent  had  a,s  against  the  appellants'  a  right  to  the  immediate  poBses- 
sion  of  the  fish.  •  ' 
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2.  That  S.  had  not  stored  the  fish  with  appellants  by  way  of  security  for 
a  debt  due  by  him,  and  as  the  appellants  had  knowledge  that  the  fish  sued 
for  were  included  by  the  insolvent  in  the  statement  Oi  his  assets,  to  which 
statement  they  made  no  objection,  but  proved  against  the  estate  for  the 
whole  amount  of  insolvent's  note,  and  received  a  dividend  thereon,  they 
could  not  now  claim  the  fish  or  set  up  a  claim  ior  lien  thereon. 

Troop  ¥.  Hart— Til,  512. 

6.  IJnwritten  commercial  contract  for —Acceptance,  evidence  of— Parol  admis* 
slble— Art.  1285  €.C.  (P.<|.) 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  in  an  action  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  upon  an  unwritten  commercial  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  exceeding  the  siun  of  $50,  oral  evidence  of  acceptance,  or  receipt,  of 
the  whole,  or  any  part,  of  the  goods,  is  admissible,  under  Art.  1235  C.  C. 

Hunn  T.  Berger.— X,  512. 

7.  Consignment  of  goods  snbject  to  payment— Agreement  that  purchaser 
shall  not  sell— passing  property. 

The  plaintifif  consigned  crude  oil  to  A.,  who  was  a  refiner,  on  the  express 
agreement  that  no  property  in  the  oil  should  pass  until  he  made  up  certain 
payments.  Without  making  such  payments,  however,  A.  sold  the  oil  to  the 
defendants,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff.  ■■: 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that 
although  the  defendants  were  purchasers  for  value  from  A.,  in  the  belief  that 
he  was  the  owner  and  entitled  to  sell  the  oil  in  question,  the  plaintiff,  under 
his  agreement  with  A.,  having  retained  the  property  in  the  oil,  and  not  hav- 
ing done  anything  to  estop  him  from  maintaining  bis  right  of  ownership,  was 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  purchasers  the  price  of  the  oil. 

Forrlstal  t.  McDonald.— Ix,  12. 

8.  Contract — Appropriation — Pay  meet. 

See  CONTRACT  5. 

9.  Stoppage  in  transitu — Goods  in  bond. 

See  STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

10.  Contract,  parol  evidence  to  establish  when  admissible— As  to  whether  » 
mem.  In  writing  contained  the  terms  of  agreement,  a  4Hestl<>n  for 
Jury—Statute  of  rrauds—Bamages— Common  counts. 

The  plaintiff  sued  defendants  upon  a  contract  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  them  with  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  the  plaintift  at  Saint  John,  N.  B.,  200 
cords  of  good  merchantable  hemlock  bark,  suitable  for  tanning,  at  $4  per 
cord,  the  plaintitt"  paying  freight  from  Shediao.  He  also  declared  upon  the 
common  money  counts. 

The  plaintiff  at  the  trial  gave  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  contract 
was  wholly  verbal,  and  that  the  defendants  had  agreed  that  the  bark  should 
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be  all  good  bark ;  that  it  waa  to  be  delivered  at  St.  John  and  measured  on 
the  cars  there  ;  that  the  defendants  were  to  send  some  one  to  measure  it 
and  that  if  they  did  not  plaintifTs  son  was  to  measure  it ;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  to  pay  freight  from  Shediac,  where  the  defendants  were  to  load  it  on  the 
cars,  and  as  to  payment  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  that  $304.84,  then  due 
by  defendants  to  plaintiff,  was  to  be  applied  upon  the  bark,  and  that  the 
defendants  were  to  take  leather  from  the  plaintiff  in  payment  of  the  balance  • 
that  the  bark  was  to  be  delivered  in  two  or  three  months,  as  the  plaintiff 
wanted  it.  In  answer  to  plaintiff's  order  to  forward  bark  the  defendants 
sent  forward  three  car  loads,  which  proved  to  be  utterly  worthless.  The 
plaintiff  also  gave  evidence  that  at  the  solicitation  of  the  defendants  he  gave 
them  his  note  for  $500  at  4  months  on  the  defendants  promising  that  the 
bark  would  be  all  in  before  the  note  was  due,  and  that,  notwithstanding  the 
giving  of  the  note,  the  defendants  would  take  leather  in  payment  of  the 
bark  as  agreed ;  that  when  plaintiff  asked  defendant  Hamilton  for  a  receipt 

for  the  note  for  $500,  the  latter  wrote  out  the  following  paper : 

"  C.  H.  Petbks,  Esq., 
"  1876.  «  To  Hamilton  &  Smith. 

"April  20,  To  200  cords  hemlock  bark  at  Shediac,  $4 $800  00 

«  «  «  " 4  84 

$804  84 
Cr. 

"By  noteat4mos $500  00 

"  goods  per  statement  of  acct.,... 304  84 

$804  84 

"  The  above  bark  to  be  measured  on  the  cars  in  St.  John. 

4w^,»  "  Settled  as  above. 

"  Hamilton  &  Smith." 

Upon  this  document  being  produced  the  defendants  insisted  that  it  con- 
tained the  contract  and  that  the  plaintifi^s  evidence  of  the  contract  must 
fall  to  the  ground.  Both  parties  were  permitted  to  give  oral  testimony  to 
establish  what  the  contract  was.  The  evidence  waa  chiefly  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  Hamilton,  and  was  very  contradictory.  The  jury  believed 
the  plaintiff  and  rendered  a  verdict  for  him  for  $945.80  damages. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  made  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  abso- 
lute, being  of  opinion  that  the  contract  had  been  reduced  to  writing  and  was 
contained  in  the  memorandum  of  the  20th  April,  1876 ;  that  the  words  "  at 
Shediac  "  in  the  mem.  showed  that  the  bark  was  at  Shediac  at  that  time, 
and  that  the  parties  were  contracting  with  reference  to  that  particular  bark. 
That  being  the  case,  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  any  stipulation  about  the 
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delivery,  because  by  the  sale  the  property  vested  in  the  plaintiff  without 

any  delivery,  and  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff"  as  to  delivery  should  not  have 

been  received,  for  it  was  either  immaterial,  or  the  effect  of  it  was  to  vary  the 

terms  of  the  written  contr<ict,  which,  being  for  the  sale  of  goods  above  the 

value  of  £10  was  required  by  ihe  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in  writing. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  whether  the 

mem.  of  the  20th  April,  1876,  was  or  was  not  drawn  up  by  the  consent  of 

both  parties  with  intent  to  be  that  which  should  settle  and  contain  their 

contract  in  whole  or  in  part  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  the  onus  of 

proving  that  the  document  was  drawn  up  for  that  purpose  lay  upon  the 

defendants.    That  the  nature  of  the  case  required  that  both  parties  should 

be  permitted  to  give  oral  testimony  to  establish  what  the  contract  was,  and 

as  the  jury  had  wholly  disbelieved  the  defendants'  evidence  the  plaintiff 

waa  entitled  to  recover  both  on  the  common  counts  and  on  the  special 

counts,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  should  not  have  been  set  aside. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Peters  t.  Hamilton.-lOth  Jane,  1880. 

11>  Contract  of  sale— Goods  not  tipeclfled— Intention  to  pavs  property— Appro* 
prlation. 

T.,  a  brick-maker,  sold  by  sample  50,000  bricks  out  of  a  kiln  containing 
100,000,  to  the  plaintiff,  who  paid  the  contract  price,  and  hauled  away  about 
16,000.  The  balance  remained  in  the  kiln  in  T's  yard,  and  were  never  in  any 
way  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  kiln,  or  appropriated  to  the  plaintiff, 
The  defendant  (the  sheriff*)  subsequently  sold  them  under  an  execution  at 
the  suit  of  W.  against  T.  Plaintiff"  brought  trover  against  the  defendant, 
claiming  property  in  34,000  of  the  bricks. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  held  (Wetmore  J.  dissenting), 
that  the  contract  was  executed,  and  the  property  in  the  bricks  passed  to  the 
plaintiff" at  the  time  of  sale.     (1  Pugs.  &  Bur.  234). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  sale  was  one  by  sample  ;  the  bricks  sold 
were  not  specifically  ascertained,  and  there  was  no  evidence  from  which  it 
could  be  inferred  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  the  property  in  the 
bricks  should  pass  before  delivery. 

Appeal  allowed  with  coats. 

Temple  v.  Close.— 16th  February,  1881. 

■L^«  Plea  of  tender  and  payment  Into  court  acknowledges  liability— Agent- 
Contract  by,  for  undisclosed  principal— Male,  with  prlvlleirc  of  taking 
bill  of  lading:,  or  rewelgblnK  at  seller's  expense. 

An  action  instituted  by  the  Canada  Shipping  Co.,  to  recover  $3,038.44, 
being  the  price  of  810  tons,  5  cwt.  of  steam  soal  sold  by  their  agents,  Thomp- 
son, Murray  &  Co.,  through  T.  S.  Noad  Broker  as  per  following  note, 
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"  No.  3,435.  MoNTRBAi^l3th  Aug.,  1879. 

«  Messrs.  Thompson,  Murray  &  Co. : — 

"I  have  this  day  sold  for  your  account,  to  arrive,  to  the  V.  Hudon  Cotton 
"  Mills  Company,  the  810  tons,  5  cwt.  beat  South  Wales  Black  Vein  Steam 
"  Coal,  per  bill  of  lading,  per  "  Lake  Ontario,"  at  |3.75  per  ton  of  2,240  lbs. 
"  duty  paid,  ex  ship ;  ship  to  have  prompt  despatch. 

"  Terms,  net  cash  on  delivery,  or  30  days  adding  interest,  buyers'  option. 

"  Brokerage  payable  by  you,  buyer  to  have  privilege  of  taking  bill  of  lad- 
"  ing,  or  reweighing  at  sellers'  expense." 

The  defendants  pleaded  that  the  contract  was  with  Thoo^pson,  Murray 
&  Co.  personally,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  action ;  and,  by  a  second 
plea,  that  the  cargo  contained  only  T55  tons,  580  lbs.,  the  price  of  which  was 
12,868.72,  which  they  had  offered  Thompson,  Murray  &  Co.,  together  with  the 
price  of  10  tons  more  to  avoid  litip .  tion,  in  all  $2,890.72  which  they  brought 
-  into  court,  without  acknowledging  their  liability  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  prayed 
.   that  their  action  be  dismissed  as  to  any  further  or  greater  sum. 

It  was  proved  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  take  the  coal  as  per  bill  of 
lading  without  having  it  weighed.  They,  however,  caused  it  to  be  weighed 
in  their  own  yard,  without  notice  to  the  vendors,  and  the  cargo  was  found  to 
contain  only  755  tons  580  lbs.  About  three  weeks  after  having  received  the 
bill  of  lading,  when  called  upon  to  pay,  they  claimed  a  reduction  for  the 
deficiency. 
^,.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  Held,  1.  That  the  plain- 

tifis  had  a  right  to  bring  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  coal  sold  by  their 
agents  in  their  own  name,  and  without  disclosing  their  principals. 

2.  That  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  refuse  payment  for  the  cargo  on 
the  ground  of  deficiency  in  the  delivery,  considering  that  the  weighing  was 
made  by  the  defendants  in  the  absence  of  plaintiffs,  and  without  notice  to 
them,  and  at  a  time  when  the  defendants  were  bound  by  the  option  they 
had  previously  made  of  taking  the  coal  in  bulk. 

3.  That  the  defendants  in  tendering  and  depositing  in  court  the  sum  of 
$2,890.72  as  the  value  of  the  quantity  of  coal  actually  received,  had  acknow- 
ledged their  liability  towards  the  plaintiffs.     (See  2  Dorion's  Q.  B.  R.  356.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  it  was  imneces- 
sary  to  decide  the  question  as  to  whether  the  action  could  be  brought 
against  the  undisclosed  principal,  for  by  their  plea  of  tender  and  pajrment 
!'  into  court,  the  defendants  had  acknoweldged  their  liability  towards  the 
plaintiffs,  although  such  tender  and  deposit  had  been  made  "without 
acknowledging  their  liability;"  and  that  upon  this  ground,  aa  well  as  upon 
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the  second  holding  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench  the  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed.   Foumler  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  V.  Hndon  Cotton  Co.  \.  Tbe  Canada  Shipping  Co.-SOth  April,  1883, 

13«  Agreement  for  sale  of  deals— Contract  not  complete— New  trial. 

Action  for  an  alleged  agreement  contained  in  the  following  letters  :— 

MoNOTON,  September  13th,  1880. 
Messrs,  T.  L.  DeWolf  &  Co.,  Halifax  :— 

Dear  Sirs, — I  will  sell  and  deliver  to  you  on  the  cars  at  Point  du  Chene, 
all  the  merchantable  deals  and  deal  ends,  I  can  manufacture  at  my  mill  at 
Meadow  Brook,  this  season  and  next,  during  the  shipping  season,  an  estimatdd 
quantity  from  two  to  three  millions.  Deal  ends  not  to  exceed  what  may  bi 
required  for  broken  stowage,  and  to  be  from  three  to  eight  feet  long. 

Price — nine  dollars  per  thousand  superficial  feet  for  deals,  and  two-thirds 
price  of  deals  for  ends,  and  fourths,  if  any. 

SPBOIFIOATION  : 

33  per  cent.,  7x3  and  8x3 

35      «  9x3 

10      "         10  X  3 

14      «         11x3 

8      "         12  X  3  and  upwards. 

Average  length,  fourteen  feet  or  more. 

About  ten  per  cent,  pine,  balance  spruce. 

The  pine  I  will  stick  and  pile  well,  and  keep  on  my  wharf  until  you 

require  them  sent  forward. 

About  two  millions  to  be  ready  for  shipment  by  the  first  of  July  next, 

«nd  a  large  portion  ready  as  soon  as  navigation  opens. 

Terms  >-cash  on  delivery. 

This  offer  to  hold  good  until  the  first  of  October  next. 

Yours  truly, 

(Signed)  Abner  Jones. 

Haupax,  29th  September,  1880. 
Abner  Jones,  Esq.,  Monctou  : — 

Dear  Sir, — We  wired  you  this  morning  that  we  accepted  your  offer  for 
next  season's  cutting  of  deals,  which  we  now  beg  to  confirm.  If  you  have 
any  deals  sawn  this  fall  we  might  be  able  to  take  them  here,  we  paying  the 
difference  of  railway  freight  between  Point  du  Chene  and  Halifax.  Please 
let  us  know  what  quantity  you  think  you  will  cut  this  fall,  what  railway  freight 
per  car  is  to  Halifax,  and  also  to  Point  du  Chene. 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  would  ship  what  you  cut  this  fall  to  Halifax  if 
we  required  them. 
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We  accept  your  offer,  as  made  in  your  letter  of  the  13th  inst.,  in  all 

particulars. 

We  think  this  will  serve  instead  of  writing  out  a  contract,  but  if  you 

require  it,  will  fill  one  up  and  send  you. 

Yours  truly, 

T,  L,  DeWolp  &  Co. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  King,  at  the  Westmorland  cir- 
cuit, in  December,  A. D.,  1881 , and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $3,500. 
The  jury  were  directed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  only  question 
related  to  the  damages  to  be  awarded  plaintiff. 

The  defendants'  counsel  moved  for  a  non-suit  at  the  close  of  the  plain- 
tiffs case. 

The  defendants  appUed  to  the  court  en  banc  to  set  aside  the  verdict, 
and  that  a  new  trial  be  ordered  on  the  grounds  set  out.    This  was  granted. 

The  learned  judge  at  the  trial  held  that  the  letters  of  the  13th  Septem- 
ber, 1880,  and  29th  September,  1880,  constituted  a  complete  and  binding 
agreement,  and  that  the  subsequent  correspondence  between  the  parties  did 
not  show  that  such  agreement  was  rescinded. 

The  court  (Allen  C.J.,  Weldon  J.,  Wetmore  J.,  Palmer  J.  and  Fraser  J. — 
King  J.  delivering  a  separate  judgment)  in  granting  a  new  trial  dealt  only 
with  these  points,  and  held  that  the  two  letters  above  quoted  constituted  a 
complete  binding  contract  between  the  parties,  but  that  both  agreed  to 

abandon  it or,  at  all  events,  that  oertam  letters  were  evidence  of  such 

abandonment— and  that  in  this  respect  the  direction  to  the  jury  was 
incorrect. 

King  J.,  while  also  of  opinion  that  the  two  letters  constituted  a  complete 
and  binding  contract,  was  inclined  to  think  that  there  was  a  question  for  the 
.  jury  whether  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff,  after  receiving  the  defen-J^nts'  let- 
ter of  the  17th  December,  and  that  in  reply  to  his  of  the  16th  December, 
was  not  such  as  to  show  that  plaintiff  acquiesced  in  the  defendants'  notice  of 
refusal  to  abide  by  the  bargain. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  two  letters 
of  the  13th  and  26th  September,  1880,  did  not  constitute  a  complete  con- 
tract between  the  parties.  The  rule  having  been  taken  for  a  new  trial  only, 
the  court  infused  to  direct  a  non-suit  or  verdict  for  defendant,  but  affirmed 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial.    (Counsel  for  respondent  not  called  on.) 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Jones  T,  Dewolf.-26tli  February,  1884. 

14.  Fraadalent  84>heme  to  obtain  goods -Ana  to  Rive   Inadeqnate  secnrlty— 
Simulated  liypo  thee— Bight  to  sue  for  price. 

There  were  special  counts  in  the  plamtiff  "s  declaration  in  this  case, 
alleging  that  goods  were  sold  to  the  defendants  on  a  representaticn  that  the 
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latter  were  the  holders  for  value  of  a  certain  obligation  and  hypotheque  in 
their  favour  by  one  Theodore  Roy,  of  Montreal,  for  13,000,  payable  by  yearly 
instalments  of  $1,000,  with  interest ;  that  such  obligation  represented  the 
balance  due  defendants  from  said  Roy  on  the  purchase  of  certain  real  estate 
sold  to  Roy,  and  on  which  he  had  paid  |300  at  time  of  purchase,  and  that 
Roy  was  a  man  of  means  and  had  other  property.  The  plaintiff  sold  goodi 
to  the  defendants  to  the  amount  of  t2,U00,  and  accepted  as  payment  the 
first  two  instalments  of  said  obligation,  which  were  duly  assigned  to  him,  the 
defendant  Roy  not  being  present  at  the  time  of  such  assignment,  but  after- 
wards being  taken  to  the  notary's  office,  where  he  accepted  the  said  transfer, 
The  declaration  then  alleged  that  the  said  representations  by  the  defendants 
were  false  and  fraudulent ;  that  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  Roy  and  the 
said  obligation  were  fraudulently  made  to  enable  the  defendants  to  use  the 
said  obligation  to  obtain  credit ;  that  Roy  never  paid  anything  on  account 
of  the  purchase  of  the  real  estate,  or  entered  into  possession  thereof,  but  that 
defendants  kept  possession  and  collected  the  rents  of  the  property ;  that 
the  defendant  Roy  was  not  a  man  of  means,  but  was  a  pauper  and  not 
carrying  on  any  trade  or  business  which  the  defendants  knew,  and  that  he 
was  simply  a  prSte-notn  for  the  defendants.  The  declaration  also  contained 
the  common  counts.  The  plaintiff  therefore  concluded  that  he  had  a 
right  to  demand  the  price  of  the  said  goods  from  the  defendants,  and 
prayed  that  the  obligation  be  set  aside  as  regards  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
it  be  declared  that  said  Roy  was  the  agent  (prSte  nom)  of  the  defendants, 
and  that  defendants  be  condemned  to  pay  the  sum  of  $2^000,  with  interest 
and  costs. 

The  defence  was  that  the  allegations  in  said  declaration  were  false ;  that 
the  transactions  with  Roy  were  bond  fide  and  the  sale  an  actual  one ;  that^the 
instalments  of  said  obligation  were  accepted  by  plaintiff  in  payment  of  the 
goods  after  due  enquiry ;  and  that  even  if  the  allegations  were  true  the 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  his  present  action. 

The  Superior  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  finding  that  the 
property  was  worth  much  less  than  $2,000 ;  that  Roy  never  paid  anythmg  on 
the  said  land  or  entered  into  possession ;  and  that  the  deed  to  and  obli- 
gation from  Roy  were  simulated  and  fraudulent.  This  judgment  was  con- 
firmed by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Justices  Monk  and  Cross  dissenting. 

Meld,  affirming  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  that  the  evidence 
shewed  a  fraudulent  scheme  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  obtain  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff  and  to  cheat  him  out  of  the  prico  by  inducing  him  to 
accept  an  inadequate  .security ;  and  that  under  the  circumstances  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for  such  price.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 
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Tasohereau  J.— The  court  should  not  reverse  the  findings  on  a  question 

of  fact  of  the  two  courts  below,  except  under  vory  unusual  circumstances 

Hays  V.  Gordon  (L.R.  4  P.O.  337) ;  Gray  v.  Turnhull  (L.  R.  2  H.L.  53) ;  Bell 
V.  Corporation  of  Quebec  (5  App.  Cases  94) ;  Smith  v.  St  Latorence  (L.R.  5 
P.O.  308).    He  agreed,  however,  with  the  courts  below  on  the  facts. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Black  T.  Walker -8th  March,  1886. 

Iile  of  LSiIldS — Warrnnty-EflToct  of  timber  llmlts-ClTll  Code-ArU.  ISIB 
and  IBlS-SnIe  en  bloc— Deficiency. 

By  a  deed  executed  October  22nd,  1866,  for  the  purpose  of  making  good 
a  deficiency  of  fifty  square  miles  of  limits  which  respondents  had  previously 
sold  to  appellants,  together  with  a  saw  mill,  the  right  of  using  a  road  to  mill, 
four  acres  of  land,  and  all  right  and  title  obtained  from  the  Orown  to  255 
square  miles  of  limits  for  a  sum  en  bloc  of  $20,000,  the  respondents  ceded  and 
transferred  "with  warranty  against  all  troubles  generally  whatsoever"  to  the 
appellants,  two  other  limits  containing  50  square  miles.  In  the  description 
of  the  limits  given  in  the  deed,  the  following  words  are  to  be  found :  "  Not 
to  interfere  with  limits  granted  or  to  be  renewed  in  view  of  regulations." 
The  limits  were,  in  1867,  found  in  fact  to  interfere  with  anterior  grants  made 
to  one  H. 

Held,  that  the  respondents  having  guaranteed  the  appellants  against  all 
troubles  whatsoever,  and  at  the  time  of  such  warranty  the  said  50  miles  of 
limits  sold  having  become,  through  the  negligence  of  respondent's  auteurs, 
the  property  of  H.,  the  appellants  were  entitled,  pursuant  to  Art.  1518  C.  C. 
P.  Q.,  to  ipjover  the  value  of  the  limits  from  which  they  had  been  evicted 
proportionally  upon  the  whole  price,  and  damages  to  be  estimated  according 
to  the  increased  value  of  said  limits  at  the  time  of  eviction,  and  also  to 
recover,  pufsuant  to  Art.  1515  C.  C,  for  all  improvements,  but  as  the  evi- 
dence as  to  proportionate  value  and  damages  was  not  satisfactory,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  record  should  be  sent  back  to  the  court  of  first  instance, 
and  that  upon  a  report  to  be  made  by  experts  to  that  court  on  the  value  of 
the  same  at  the  time  of  eviction,  the  caa3  be  proceeded  with  as  to  law  and 
justice  may  appertain. 

Per  Strong  and  Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting. —That  the  only  reasonable  con- 
Bti;uction  which  could  be  puf  upon  the  wordb  "  with  warranty  against  all 
troubles  generally  whatsoeve-  "  in  ihe  deed,  must  be  to  limit  their  applica- 
tion to  protecting  the  assi^je  of  the  licenses  against  all  claims  to  the 
licenses  themselves,  as  the  instruments  conveying  the  limits  therein 
described,  and  not  as  a  guarantee  that  tht.  assignee  of  the  licenses  should 
enjoy  the  limits  therein  described,  notwithstanding  that  it  should  appear 
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that  they  wern  interfered  with  by  a  prior  lioenso.  But,  aHAuming  a  (iiir«rent 
construction  to  bo  correct,  there  woh  not  sufficient  evidence  of  a  brenoh  of 
the  guarantee.    [IleverHed  by  Privy  Council,  9  App.  casea  150.J 

Dupuy  T.  Ducondu.— vl,  ^i\ 

2«  PromiMe  of  Nnle— t'onstrnrtlon  or-€ondltlon  prer«Mlcnt— MliMf  «n  «lem«>nri> 
— ArU.  ('.  <'.  1,08!2, 1,067,  1,17M,  I.niie,  1,SS7,  l,nS8,  1,1150. 

On  the  7tli  December,  1874,  T.  (K,  by  a  promise  of  sale,  agreed  to  pell  a 
farm  to  D.  M.,  then  a  minor,  for  1 1,200 — of  which  |5(X)  were  paid  at  the  time, 
balance  payable  in  seven  yearly  inslalments  of  $100  each,  with  interent  at  7 
per  cent.  D.  M.  waH  to  have  immediate  poHseasion  and  to  ratify  the  deed 
on  becoming  of  age,  and  to  be  entitled  to  a  deed  of  sale,  if  instalments  were 
paid  as  they  bncame  due,  "  but  if,  on  the  contrary,  D.  M.  fails,  neglects,  or 
refuses  to  make  such  payments  when  they  come  due,  then  said  D.  M.  will 
forfeit  all  right  he  has  by  these  presents  to  obtain  a  deed  of  sale  of  said 
herein  mentioned  farm,  and  he  will  moreover  forfeit  all  monies  already  paid, 
and  which  hereafter  may  be  paid,  which  said  monies  will  be  considered  as 
rent  of  said  farm,  and  these  presents  will  then  be  considered  as  null  and 
void,  and  the  parties  will  be  considered  as  lessor  and  lessee,"  After  D.  M. 
became  of  age  he  left  the  country  without  ratifying  the  promise  of  sale  ;  he 
paid  none  of  the  instalments  which  became  due,  and  in  1879,  T.  Q.  regained 
possession  of  the  farm.  In  October,  1880,  D.  M.  returned  and  tendered  the 
balance  of  the  price,  and  claimed  the  farm. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Strong  and  Tasoher- 
eau  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  condition  precedent  on  which  the  promise  of 
sale  was  made  not  having  been  complied  with  within  the  time  specified  in 
the  contract,  the  contract  and  the  law  placed  the  plaintiff  en  demcure,  and 
there  was  no  necessity  for  any  demand,  the  necessity  for  a  demand  being 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  immediately,  on  the 
failure  of  the  performance  of  the  condition,  ipso  facto,  changed  the  relation 
of  the  parties  from  vendor  and  vendee  to  lessor  and  lessee. 

Grange  t.  McLennan."*lx,  385* 

3.  Tender  and  purchaser— Verbal  agreement— Snbseqaent  deed-Alleged 
fraudulent  representation  by  vendor— Refusal  of  Judge  to  postpone 
taeariny. 

W.  (plaintifi)  being  desirous  of  securing  a  residence,  entered  into  nego- 
tiations with  8.  (defendant)  to  purchase  a  house  which  defendant  was  then 
erecting.  W.  alleged  that  the  agreement  was,  that  he  should  take  the  land 
(2^  lots)  at  $400  a  lot  of  fifty  feet  frontage,  and  the  materials  furnished  and 
work  done  at  its  value.  In  August,  1 874,  a  deed  and  mortgage  were  executed, 
the  coLsideration  being  stated  in  both  at  $5,926.  The  mortgage  was  after- 
wards iissigr  od  to  the  M.  &  N.  W.  L.  Co.    W.  alleged  in  his  bill,  that  S.,  in 
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vioUtion  of  good  faith,  and  taking  advantage  of  W.'h  ignorance  of  iuoh  raat- 
terB,  and  the  oonJidence  lio  placed  in  S.,  iuaerted  in  the  mortgage  a  larger 
Buin  than  the  balanco  due  as  a  fair  and  reasonable  market  value  of  the  iand«, 
and  of  what  he  had  done  to  the  dwelling  home  and  other  premises,  and  he 
prayed  that  an  account  might  bo  taken  of  the  amount  due.  8.  repudiated 
the  allegation  of  fraud,  and  alleged  that  W.  had  every  opportunity  to  satisfy 
himself,  and  did  satisfy  himself,  as  to  the  value  of  what  he  was  getting  ;  that 
he  had  told  the  plaintitt  he  valued  the  land  at  $2,(J(K),  and  that  in  no  way  had 
he  sought  to  take  advantage  of  tlie  plaintiff.  S.  was  unable  to  be  present  at 
the  hearing,  and  applied  for  a  postponement,  on  the  grounds  set  forth  in  an 
affidavit,  that  he  was  a  material  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  that  it  was 
not  safe  for  him,  in  his  state  of  health,  to  travel  from  Ottawa  to  Winnipeg. 
Dubuc  J.  refused  the  postponement,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  was  only 
asked  now  to  decree  that  the  account  should  be  opened  and  properly  taken, 
and  the  amount  ascertained,  which  would  be  done  by  the  master  if  the  court 
should  so  decide,  and  tliat  the  defendant  would  then  have  an  opportunity  of 
being  present,  and  that  he  was  not  necessarily  wanted  at  the  hearing;  and, 
as  the  result  of  the  evidence,  made  a  decree  in  accordance  with  the  conten- 
tions of  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  an  account  to  be  taken. 

The  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  under  sec.  6,  of  the  Supreme 
Court  Amendment  Act  of  1879,  allowed  an  appeal  direct  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  it  being  known  that  there  were  then  only  two  judges  on  the 
bench  in  Manitoba,  the  plaintiff  (Chief  Justice)  and  Dubuc  J.,  from  whose 
decree  the  appeal  was  brought. 

Held,  that  under  the  circumstances,  the  case  ought  not  to  have  been 
proceeded  with  in  absence  of  appellant,  and  without  allowing  him  the  oppor- 
tunity of  giving  his  evidence. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  and  Gwynne  JJ.,  that  on  the  merits  there 
was  no  ground  shown  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J.,  that  the  bill  upon  its  face  alleged  no 
ground  sufficient  in  equity  for  relief,  and  was  demurrable. 

Schultz  T.  Wood.-Tl,  585. 

^«    Otter  to  8ell--A«ce|>tance  on  cumpletiun  of  title— Npeciflc  performance. 

On  the  26th  Januaiy,  1882,  McI.  wrote  to  H.  as  follows :—« A.  McI. 
agr^s  to  take  135,000  for  property  known  as  McM.  block.  Terms — one- 
third  cash,  balance  in  one  year  at  eight  per  cent,  per  annum.  Open  until 
Saturday,  28th,  noon."  On  the  same  day  H.  accepted  this  offer  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms :  — "  I  beg  to  accept  your  offer  made  this  morning.  I  will  accept 
the  property  known  as  McM.  block,  being  the  property  on  M.  street,  for 
$35,000,  payable  one-third  cash  on  completion  of  title,  and  balance  in  one 
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year  at  eight  per  cent.  You  will  please  have  papers  and  abstract  submitted 
by  your  solicitor  to  N.  F.  H.,  22  D.  block,  as  soon  at  possible,  that  I  may  get 
conveyance  and  give  mortgage."  On  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Man.)  decreed  that  H.  was  entitled  to  have  the 
agreement  specifically  performed. 

Held,  Ritchie  C  J.  and  Fournier  J,  dissenting,  that  there  was  no  binding, 
unconditional  acceptance  of  the  offer  of  sale,  and  therefore  no  completed 

contract  of  sale  between  the  parties. 

MclBtyre  v.  Hood.-lx,  556. 

5.    S»1ebya*eBi'Ob««lBliivconveyiince  from  pretended  parebaner-Tra««ee 
and  ecstni  que  imst— I.achea. 

In  1874,  the  plaintiff,  W.  J.  T.,  before  leaving  Canada,  conveyed  certain 
lands,  in  which  he  had  an  interest  as  assignee  of  a  contract  to  purchase,  to  hig 
brother,  G.  T.,  one  of  the  defendants.  In  April,  1851,  G.  T.,  in  anticipation 
of  a  suit  which  was  afterwards  brought  by  one  C.  against  W.J.  T.,  in  relation 
to  the  lands  in  question,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  brother,  reassigned 
the  property  to  him,  and  having  paid  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  a 
deed  of  the  lot  issued  at  G.  T.'s  request  to  W.  J.  T.,  as  such  assignee.  In 
October  followmg  a  power  of  attorney  was  sent  to,  and  executed  by,  W.  J.  T. 
who  was  then  in  California,  in  favor  of  G.  T.,  to  enable  him  (G.  T.)  to  "  sell  the 
the  land  in  question,  and  to  sell  or  lease  any  other  lands  he  owned  in  Canada." 
In  1856,  G.  T.  conveyed  the  property  to  W.,  the  respondent,  who  had  acted 
as  solicitor  for  W.  J.  T.,  and  had  full  means  of  knowing  G.  T.'s  position  and 
powers,  for  an  alleged  consideration  of  $1,000,  and  W.  immediately  renson- 
veyed  to  G.  T.  one-half  of  the  land  for  an  alleged  consideration  of  $200.  In 
1873  W.  J.  T.  returned  to  Canada,  and  in  January,  1874,  filed  a  bill  impoach- 
ing  the  transactions  between  his  brother  and  W.,  seeking  to  have  them 
declared  trustees  for  him. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal,  and 
affirming  the  decree  of  Vice-Chanoellor  Proudfoot,  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that 
W.  J.  T.  was  the  owner  of  the  lands  in  question ;  that  he  had  not  been  debar 
red  by  laches  or  acquiescence  from  succeeding  in  the  present  suit,  and  that 
the  transactions  between  G.  T.  and  W.  should  be  set  aside. 

Taylor  t.  Wallbridge.-II,  ««• 

6.  Tendor  and  pnrebaaer— Contract  for  sale  of  land— Bill  for  reclMlon  of,  oa 
Vrwnnd  of  firand-Or  for  eompenaatlon  for  defleleney— Contract  perfMttd 
hj  eonveyanee. 

The  Bill  of  Complaint  was  filed  by  the  appellant  (plaintiff;  by  his  next 
friend  against  the  respondents  (defendants)  in  March,  1876,  and  made  a 
case  of  actual  fraud  committed  by  Eobert  A.  Murta,  deceased,  of  whose  will 
the  defendants  were  executors. 
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On  the  29th  of  June,  1871,  Murta  conveyed  to  the  appellant  a  piece  of 
land  described  as  containing  by  admeasurement  one  acre,  "  being  the  north- 
west square  acre  of  lot  number  thii-teen  in  the  tenth  concession  of  the  said 
township  of  Beach,  and  which  may  be  further  known  as  being  village  lot 
number  one  on  the  registered  plan  of  the  village  of  Greenbank,  save  and 
except  one  quarter  of  an  acre,  more  or  less,  off  the  south  end  of  said  lot 
number  one,  sold  to  one  Henry  Hall." 

The  whole  consideration  was  $1 ,600,  of  which  $700  was  paid  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  and  a  mortgage  given  for  $900. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  evidence  established  that  Robert  A. 
Murta,  in  the  negotiations  which  resulted  in  the  sale  to  the  appellant,  repre- 
sented that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  land  running  from  the  east  side  of  the 
travelled  road  to  a  high  board  fence  which  he  then  pointed  out  to  the  appel  • 
lant  As  the  rear  boundary  of  ;he  property  he  was  offering  to  her  for  sale ; 
that  the  appellant  believed  l,he  statements  and  representations  of  the  said 
Murta,  and  on  the  faith  thereof  purchased  the  property,  believing  she  was 
getting  the  land  Murta  had  so  pointed  out,  and  that  the  land  so  purchased 
extended  to  the  high  board  fence  before  mentioned,  and  included  the 
orchard  and  yard  in  the  evidence  referred  to.  The  evidence  showed  that  the 
said  Robert  A.  Murta  was  not  the  owner  of  lot  number  one  on  the  registered 
plan  in  the  village  of  Greenbank,  and  that  the  said  village  lot  number  one 
was  not  identical  with  the  north-west  square  acre  of  lot  thirteen  in  the  tenth 
concession  of  Reach ;  that  Robert  A.  Murta  was  well  aware  at  the  time  he 
made  such  representations  he  was  not  the  owner  of  a  portion  of  the  said 
lands  he  pointed  out,  but  that  the  same  had  been  claimed  by  one  lanson, 
whose  title  thereto  he  had  acknowledged;  and  she  prayed:  (1)  That  the 
contract  might  be  rescinded  and  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  or  (2) 
That  compensation  might  be  awarded  for  the  alleged  deficiency  in  the  quan- 
tity of  land. 

Proudfoot  V.C.,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried,  found  that  there  was 
no  case  of  firaud  proved  as  against  Murta,  and  that  the  contract  could  not  be 
set  aside ;  but  he  thought  that  Murta  had  agreed  to  sell  an  acre  to  be 
measured  firom  the  travelled  road,  and  that  he  did  not  own  a  part  of  the 
land  which  he  agreed  to  convey,  and  decreed  compensation  for  the  deficiency 
to  be  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  C!ourt  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  agreed  with  the  finding  of  the  THce- 
Chancellor,  so  far  as  any  case  of  fraud  was  concerned,  but  differed  from  the 
conclusion  of  the  Vice-Chencellor  as  to  compensation,  holding  that  after  a 
contract  had  been  perfected  by  conveyance  a  bill  for  compensation  on 
account  of  defects  cannot  be  maintained ;  that  after  the  conveyance  the 

80 
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purchaser  is  confined  to  his  remedy  upon  the  covenants,  ot,  in  »  proper  ease, 

where  he  applies  promptly,  to  a  rescission  of  the  contract    (Follit  v.  Porter, 

11  Grant  442).    If,  therefore,  the  Vice-chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  it 

would  be  inequitable  to  decree  a  rescission,  he  ought  to  have  dismissed  the 

bill.    But  such  a  decree  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  should  be  affirmed.     (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

Anpeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Penrose  \.  Knlxbt  -lih  Mar,  1819. 

7«     statute  or  nrands— Parol  evidence— Trnst  aceoant. 

The  bill  sought  an  account  of  the  rents  and  purchase  money  received  by 
the  defendant  upon  the  lease  and  sale  of  lot  18  containing  100  acres  of  land, 
in  which  (it  alleged)  the  plaintiflFs'  father  (now  dead)  and  the  defendant  his 
brother  were  jointly  interested.    It  appeared  that  the  deceased  had  for  yoars 
assisted  the  defendant  in  improving  and  cultivating  this  lot,  oa  which  thej 
lived.    The  defendant  had  spoken  of  his  brother  having  a  deed  of  50  acres 
of  the  place  on  which  he  lived     It  was  shown  that  the  defendant,  who  had 
the  fee  of  the  whole  lot,  had,  in  1850,  made  a  deed  to  his  brother  of  some  land, 
which  the  plamtiflfs  insisted  was  50  acres  of  this  lot ;  but  this  deed  could  not 
be  produced  owing  to  its  having  been  either  lost  or  destroyed.    The  defen- 
dant denied  this,  but  admitted  having  given  his  brother  a  deed  of  the  adjoin- 
ing lot  17  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  vote.    Lot  17  contained  120 
acres,  and  the  defendant's  only  interest  in  it  was,  that  the  person  from  whom 
he  purchased  lot  18,  had  cleared  a  few  acres  on  it,  and  the  Inspector 
of  aergy  Reserves  reported  that  he  claimed  the  lot,  but  he  was  never 
recognized  as  a  purchaser,  and  never  made  any  payment  on  account  of  the 
land.     The  deed  to  the  deceased  had  never  been  registered.     In  1856,  the 
defendant  made  a  lease  of  lots  17  and  18  to  one  F.,  which  transaction  wm 
negotiated  by  the  deceased,  and  in  1875  the  defendant  sold  lot  1 8  to  F.  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  deceased.    The  defendant  swore  that  the  deceased 
had  never  made  any  claim  tathe  rent,  and  denied  the  whole  case  attempted 
to  be  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  his  evidence  was  not  consistent  or  cot- 
loborated. 

The  Ck>urt  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
Sprague  C.  (26  Gr.  18),  that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  deceased  was  the 
,  owner  of  half  of  lot  18;  that  the  whole  of  the  land  having  been  sold  with 
his  assent,  and  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money  received  by  the  defend»nt,j 
it  was  so  received  for  their  joint  use  and  benefit,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  wen 
therefore  entitled  to  an  account.    (See  4  Ont  App.  R.  63.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  C.J.  wj 
Foumier  and  Henry  JJ.~that  the  evidence  sufficiently  establiahed  a  deed  bj^ 
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defendant  to  his  brother  of  J  of  lot  18  for  valuable  coneideration,  that  the 
understanding  between  the  brothers  was  that  when  the  land  should  be  sold, 
a  sale  should  be  effected  for  their  joint  benefit,  and  that  the  land  was  sold  to 
F.  by  defendant,  with  the  knowledge  and  concurrence  of  his  brother  and  for 
the  benefit  of  both.  Therefore  the  defendant  should  account  to  his  brothers' 
representatives  for  his  brother's  share,  as  money  had  and  received. 

Per  Strong,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.— Although  the  evidence  suffi- 
ciently established  a  deed  for  valuable  consideration  by  defendant  to  his 
brother  of  ^  of  lot  18,  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  either  trust  or 
contract  as  regards  the  payment  of  any  portion  of  the  purchase  money 
received  by  the  defendant,  on  the  sale  made  by  him,  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs 
to  any  relief. 

The  court  being  equally  divided,  the  pppeal  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Corry  v.  Curry.— 13th  March,  1880. 

8.  Tendor  and  parehiuier-<'on4rMet  of  HMle-R««eliiRlon  of— Valae  repr«>M>ntA> 
tlons—Fnrad— Joint  llnblltty  of  partleti  who  received  conwldeivtion. 

The  plaintiff  May  filed  a  bill  to  ■  set  aside  the  sale  of  a  par- 
cel of  land  in  the  Parish  of  St.  John,  described  in  the  deed  to  May, 
as  being  block  No.  55,  containing  fifty-two  lots  according  to  plan  regis- 
tered, alleging  conspuracy  and  false  and  fraudulent  misrepresentations. 
The  sale  to  May  was  effected  under  the  following  circumstances:^ 
McLean  and  McArthur  were  interested  in  a  contract  with  the  Bishop 
of  Eupert's  Land  for  the  purchase  of  three  block  of  land  contain- 
ing fifty-two  lots  each,  and  McLean  with  McArthur's  consent  and  sanc- 
tion came  to  Toronto  to  sell  the  land.  In  Toronto  one  Gilmour  met 
McLean,  and  agreed  with  him  to  find  purchasers,  Gilmour  to  get  any  money 
over  $100  per  lot.  Gilmour  thereupon  solicited  May  to  purchase  the  land, 
stating  that  he  had  secured  the  lots  for  a  very  short  time  at  $150  per  lot,  but 
that  right  was  contingent  upon  his  taking  all  the  lots  contained  in 
the  three  blocks  offered  for  sale,  and  representing  that  one  block  of 
land  in  question  was  facing  McPhiUips  street.  May  said  he  would 
purchase,  provided  Gilmour  and  one  Drynan  and  himself  were  co-part- 
ners or  joint  investors  in  the  three  blocks.  An  agreement  was  signed 
to  that  effect,  but  it  was  ultimately  agreed  that  May  should  pay  for 
and  take  the  conveyance  to  himself  of  block  33  at  $150  per  lot.  Gilmour 
filled  up  a  conveyance  which  had  been  signed  in  blank  by  McLean  of  lot  35 
from  McArthur  to  May,  and  induced  him  to  accept  it  without  further  inqury 
by  producing  and  delivering  a  guarantee  from  McLean,  that  he  had  a  power 
of  attorney  fiom  McArthur,  and  that  the  plan  was  registered  and  title  per- 
fect.    May  paid  $5,200  cash  and  gave  a  mortgage  for  $2,500.    Gilmour  got 

80i 


468 

Sale  of  Lands— Gontinaod. 

92,500  of  thU  purohaae  money.  May  subsequently  asoertaindd  that  the  blook 
of  land  in  question  did  not  front  on  MoPhillips  street,  and  that  Gilmour  and 
Drynan  were  not  joint  investors  with  him,  and  that  statements  in  the 
guarantee  were  false.  By  his  bill  ]£ay  prayed  that  the  sale  be  set  aside,  the 
portion  of  the  purchase  money  already  paid  be  re-paid  to  him,  and  that  the 
mortgage  given  to  secure  payment  of  the  remainder  be  cancelled. 

Held«  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  equity, 
Manitoba,  that  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  made  by  Qibuour 
and  McLean,  entitled  May  to  the  relief  prayed  for  against  McArthur,  McLean 
and  Gihuoor  jointly  and  severally. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

May  T.  McArthar,  20  G.  L.  J.  348 ;  4  0.  L  T.  886.-10th  May,  1884. 

8«  Hypottaccurjr  aetloii  aKKinat.  ■ab^pareluMeni— Ackaowlcdvment  •! 
MBonnt  dne  ■Icned  bjr  orlcinsl  vendor  In  error— Jndsnaent  ■saliut 
orlcUwl  pnrehwMr  res  Inter  alios  acta  as  regards  nrb-parehasers  wtaea 
•rtlon  broncht  avalnst  former  after  purchase  and  rcclstratlon  of  dce4 
bjr  latter— Tarlatton  of  original  promise  of  sale  by  subsequent  deed- 
Cvldenee  of  notary  not  admissible  to  contradict  deed— Bonus  on  trnas* 
for  of  timber  limits  payable  by  purchaser  when  agreement  silent. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  at  Quebec,  rendered  on  the 
8th  of  July,  1882,  in  an  hypothecary  action  instituted  by  Dubuc,  the  appel- 
lant, against  the  respondents.  By  its  judgment  the  Superior  Court  declared 
certain  real  estate,  the  property  of  the  respondents,  hypothecated  in  favor 
of  the  appellant  "  for  the  capital,  interest  and  costs  mentioned  in  his  deola- 
"  ration,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $5,250  currency,  with  interest  from  the  7th 
"of  July,  1880,  at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  costs  of  suit, 
"  and  fraia  dea  pUcet,^'  condemned  the  respondents  to  surrender  the  real 
estate  in  question  to  be  judicially  sold  upon  the  curator  to  be  named  to  the 
surrender,  to  the  end  that  the  appellant,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
might  be  duly  paid,  unless  the  respondents  rather  chose,  within  fifteen  dayi 
of  the  service  upon  them  of  the  judgment,  to  pay  to  the  appellant  the  said 
sum  of  $5,250,  interest  and  costs. 

The  action  in  the  Superior  Court  originated  under  the  following  circum- 
stances : 

By  memorandum  of  sale,  bearing  date  the  31st  of  July,  1872,  and 
deposited  in  the  office  of  Mr,  Clapham,  N.P.,  on  the  10th  of  September,  of 
the  same  year,  Dubuc,  the  appellant,  sold  to  one  Connolly  "  all  the  limita 
"belonging  to  the  said  Dubuc,  on  the  Jacques  Cartier  River,  containing 
"about  170  miles,  together  with  all  the  square  timber,  logs  and  firewood 
"  made  on  the  said  river,  200  pieces  of  which  are  now  at  St.  Sauveur,  and  alio 
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"  tlie  property  purchaaed  from  O'SuUivan,  Buggy  and  Wolf,  with  4he  islands, 

"now  belonging  to  the  saidDubuo for  the  sum  of  135,570  to  be  paid," 

as  set  out  in  the  memorandum.    It  was  further  provided  that  a  deed  of  sale 
should  be  prepared  as  soon  as  possible. 

On  the  21st  of  November  following,  the  formal  deed  of  sale  from  Dubuo 
to  Connolly  above  mentioned  was  executed  before  a  notary,  the  real  estate 
conveyed  being  by  it  hypothecated  in  favor  of  the  vendor  for  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  price. 

,  The  deed  of  the  21st  of  November  made  mention  of  the  memorandum 
of  sale  as  follows  : — "  The  present  sale  and  conveyance  is  thus  made  for  and 
"  in  consideration  of  the  price  and  sum  of  135,087.37,  lawful  current  money 
"  of  Canada,  on  account  and  in  part  payment  whereof  the  said  Charles 
"  Alexandre  Dubuo  did  and  doth  hereby  acknowledge  to  have  received  at 
"  and  before  the  execution  of  these  presents  the  sum  of  $4,095,  of  which  said 
"  sum  of  money  the  sum  of  $3,995  was  employed  in  payment  of  wages  to 
"  laboring  men  for  work  done  and  performed  on  part  of  the  property  hereby 
"  sold  or  intended  so  to  be  due  by  him,  the  said  vendor,  previous  to  the 
"  thirty-first  day  of  July,  now  last  past,  the  day  on  which  the  same  was  sold 
"  by  the  said  Charles  Alexandre  Dubuo  to  the  said  James  Connolly,  as 
«  appears  by  the  memorandum  of  sale  aous  aeing  privi  made  between  them 
"  on  the  said  last  above  mentioned  day  (the  price  and  terms  of  payment  in 
"  the  sfud  memorandum  of  sale  having  been  changed  in  the  present  deed  of 
"  sale  made  in  pursuance  thereof.") 

The  Wolfe  property  was  not  mentioned  in  this  deed  of  the  2l8t  Novem* 
ber,  and  one  of  the  questions  arising  between  the  parties  was,  as  to  whether 
the  deed  was  intended  to  vary  the  agreement  of  the  31st  July,  1872,  so  far 
as  related  to  this  property  and  the  price  thereof. 

On  the  4th  of  Jtme,  1878,  by  deed,  the  respondents  purchased  from 
Connolly  part  of  the  property  he  had  acquired  from  Dubuo,  and  on  the  14th 
of  the  same  month  registered  their  deed  of  purchase. 

In  February,  1879,  some  months  after  the  registration  of  the  conveyance 
to  the  respondents,  Dubuo  sued  Connolly,  in  the  Superior  Court,  at  Quebec, 
to  recover  the  sum  of  $5,000,  balance  alleged  to  be  due,  on  the  price  speci- 
fied in  the  deed  of  sale  above  mentioned.  To  this  action  Connolly  appeared 
aud  pleaded  payment,  and,  in  the  result,  the  Superior  Court,  presided  over 
by  Mr.  Justice  Stuart,  dismissed  his  plea,  and  entered  judgment  against  him 
lor  the  $5,000  demanded,  with  interest  at  eight  per  cent.,  from  the  20th  of 
February,  1879,  and  costs. 

Failing  to  obtain  payment  from  Connolly,  the  appellant  Dubuo,  in  July, 
1880,  began  the  present  action,  to  which  the  respondents  pleaded  payment 
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by  Connolly  and  consequent  extinction  of  the  hypothec,  and  further  that 
their  purchase  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  in  reliance  upon  a  receipt  from 
Dubuo,  which  their  vendor  held*  Mr.  Justice  Stuart,  before  whom  the  case 
was  heard,  adhered  to  his  previous  decision. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Tessier  and  Baby  JJ.  dissenting)  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  and  from  that  judgment  this  appeal  was 
taken. 

The  principal  points  presented  for  decision  were  : 

1.  Had  the  judgment  obtained  by  Dubuo  against  Connolly  the  etfect  of 
ret  judieataf 

2.  On  the  2nd  September,  1876,  Dubuc  signed  a  statement  of  account, 
acknowledging  that  the  purchase  price  then  due  by  Connolly  to  him  was 
$1,442.33.  The  respondents  contended  that  Qubuc  could  not  go  behind  this 
representation,  their  purchase  being  made  subsequently  to  it ;  but  the  appel- 
lant alleged  that  he  had  only  signed  such  statement  on  condition  that  he  was 
not  to  be  bound  by  it,  if  incorrect,  and  that  in  any  event  it  was  not  proved 
that  it  had  ever  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  respondent*. 

3.  On  the  5th  December,  1872,  Connolly  paid  the  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands,  as  the  transfer  bonus  on  the  limits  sold  by  Dubuc,  the  sum  of  $1,314. 

\  It  was  necessary  to  decide  whether  Dubuc,  the  vendor,  or  Connolly,  the  pur 
chaser,  was  legally  bound  to  pay  this  bonus,  the  agreement  being  silent  as 
regarded  it. 

4.  As  respects  the  property  mentioned  in  the  agreement  of  the  3Ut 
July,  1872,  as  the  Wolf  property,  the  price  of  this  property  was  fixed  by  the 
agreement  at$l;350,  but  it  did  not  then  belong  to  Dubuc.  Connolly,  after 
the  agreem''jnt  on  the  2l8t  November,  1872,  paid  this  amount  to  the  owner, 
and  he  cor  tended  that  although  the  property  was  omitted  from  the  deed  of 
the  21st  November,  1872,  the  two  documents  should  be  read  in  connection 
with  each  other,  and  the  omission  did  not  relieve  Dubuo  from  the  liability 
to  carry  out  his  promise  of  sale,  or  to  be  charged  with  the  price  when  paid 
by  Connolly. 

5.  The  notary  who  made  the  agreement  of  the  31st  July,  1872,  and  the 
deed  of  the  2 1st  November,  1872,  being  called  as  a  witness,  stated  :  "  I  have 
no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that  this  lot  (Wolf)  was  included  in  the  sale.  It 
was  not  put  in  this  intentionally  to  avoid  a  repetition  of  the  deed,  and  Mr. 
Hall  undertook  to  make  the  assignment  direct  to  Mr.  Connolly,  on  getting 
paid  out  of  that  purchase  money,  which  was  part  of  the  sale."  The  appel- 
lant contended  that  this  evidence  oould  not  be  received  to  contradict  or 
vary  the  terms  of  iv  valid  instrument. 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  Held,  1.  Affirming  the  judgment  of  Caa- 
.  ault  J.,  who  decided  the  question  on  demurrer,  7  Q.  L.  R.  43,  and  the  unani- 
mous judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  sustaining  Casault  J.'s  Judg- 
ment, that  the  judgment  against  Connolly  was  ret  imter  alio$  aeta  as  regarded 
the  respondents  and  not  binding  on  them. 

2.  That  there  was  no  evidence  in  the  record  to  sustain  the  contention 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  account  signed  by  Dubuc  was  ever  brought  to 
the  notice  of  respondents  before  they  purchased,  and  therefore  the  appel- 
lant might  properly  show  it  had  been  signed  in  error. 

3.  Reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  bonus 
of  $1,344  paid  to  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  was  a  payment  which 
the  purchaser  of  the  limits  was  legally  bound  to  make,  and  which,  therefore, 
could  not  be  charged  against  the  seller,  Dubuc. 

4.  Reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  th« 
appellant  was  not  properly  chargeable  with  the  amount  paid  for  the  Wolf 
property,  an  entirely  new  contract  having  been  substituted  by  the  deed  of 
the  21st  November,  1872,  for  the  promise  of  sale  of  the  Slat  July,  1872. 

5.  That  the  evidence  of  the  notary  could  not  be  received  to  contradiot 
the  dmd  of  the  2l8t  November,  1872. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs.    Henry  J.  dissenting. 

Dobnc  T.  Kidaton.— SSrd  Jane.  1884. 

lO*  Teador  and  purehaser-Bpcclfle  pcrfomuinoe  eontntet  not   sUpied  by 
veador,  bat  aabaeqaently  iidnittted  by  bin  letter*— Statute  of  Fraads. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario, 
confirming  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  ordering  specific  peiforaumce 
of  a  contract  of  sale  alleged  to  have  been  entered  into  between  the  paitiea 
under  the  circumstanoeB  stated  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  28  Gr.  207  and 
8  Ont.  Ap.  R.  161. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  that  althougn  the 
vendor's  name  was  not  mentioned  in  the  agreement  signed  by  the  auctioneer, 
the  subsequent  letters  of  the  vendor  and  his  admissions,  written  in  the 
coiuve  of  a  oorrespondenoe  relating  to  an  alleged  misrepresentation  as  to 
the  fencing  and  clearing  on  the  land  and  claiming  compensation  therefor, 
were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  complete  and  perfect  contract  between  the 
appellant  as  vendor  and  respondent  as  purchaser  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Stammen  t.  O'Donohoe.  20  G.L. J.  400, 4  O.L.T.  375.-88rd  Jane,  1884. 

11>  A|rre«ment  to  mmign  mortcave  In  part  payment— Conitraetloii  of— Seeoad 
nortvnffe,  not  a  nillllment  of. 

W.  agreed  to  sell  to  L.  and  L.  agreed  to  purchase  a  messuage  and  land 
iot  $4,800,  and  L.  agreed  to  give  in  part  payment  for  the  land  a  mortgage 
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made  by  one  Rorison  on  another  parcel  for  the  sum  of  $2,500.  The  mort- 
gage offered  in  fulfilment  of  this  agreement  waa  not  a  firat  mortgage — a 
mortgage  of  the  legal  estate— b  it  waa  subaequent  to  another  mortgage  for  a 
large  amount.  W.  refused  to  t.3oept  the  mortgage,  and  in  an  action  on  the 
agreement  to  recover  the  purchase  money  and  intereat  representeil  by  such 
mortgage  it  was  admitted  that  the  mortgage  was  not  a  first  mortgage  upon 
the  land  described  in  it,  and  that  no  notice  had  been  given  to  the  vendee  of 
its  being  a  second  mortgage,  nor  had  there  been  any  waiver  of  his  right  to 
demand  a  first  mortgage.  On  the  contrary  he  had  asked,  "  Is  this  a  nego- 
tiable instrument?"  and  was  told  "  It  is  all  right." 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Manitoba, 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  good 
marketable  mortgage — that  is  a  first  mortgage  upon  the  real  estate. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.— .The  words  "negotiable  instrument"  did  not  mean  a 
negotiable  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  promissory  note,  but  an  instrument 
which  could  be  taken  into  the  market  as  a  saleable  instrument. 

Per  Strong  J. — An  agreement  to  assign  a  mortgage  on  land  by  way  of 
absolute  transfer  or  sale,  or,  as  in  the  present  case,  to  assign  a  mortgage  on 
land  in  payment,  or  part  payment,  of  other  land  sold  by  the  proposed  trans- 
feree to  the  proposed  transferor,  is  a  contract  of  which  a  Court  of  Equity 
would  decree  specific  performance^  and  in  carrying  out  a  decree  for  specific 
performance,  the  purchaser  is  always  entitled  to  a  reference  as  to  title  what- 
ever may  be  the  nature  of  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  the  sale,  the 
right  to  a  reference  of  title  not  being  confined  to  sales  of  real  estate.    A 
Court  of  Equity  would  not  compel  a  party  who  agreed  to  purchase  s.  mort- 
gage on  land  simply  to  take  any  other  than  a  mortgage  of  the  legal  estate 
free  from  all  prior  incumbrances.    The  title  in  such  a  case  which  the  vendor 
of  the  mortgage  impliedly  undertakes  to  give  is  a  good  marketable  title, 
which  means  a  title  to  a  mortgage  of  a  legal  estate  in  possession,  just  as  the 
vendor  who  sells  land  without  saying  more  impli(^dly  agrees  to  show  a  gnod 
title  to  both  the  mortgage  debt,  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  to 
the  security  holden  for  the  debt,  the  land ;  and  he  can  only  show  the  latter 
by  proving  the  legal  estate  free  from  all  incumbrances  has  passed  under  the 
mortgage.    The  same  rule  should  prevail  in  a  court  of  law,  the  construction 
of  contracts  being  the  same  in  both  jurisdictions.    If  the  agreement  had 
been  executed  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  upon  any  cove- 
nants which  the  transfer  might  have  contained,  or,  if  still  in  fieri,  if  it  could 
be  shown  there  had  been  any  waiver  of  the  right  to  call  ior  a  good  title,  the 
plaintiff  might  be  concluded ;  and  this  might  have  been  a  consequence  of 
distinct  notice  to  him  during  the  negotiations  that  the  mortgage  was  upon 
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the  equity  of  redemption  only,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  any  auoh  waiver  or 
acceptance  of  notice  from  which  it  might  be  inferred. 

Per  Henry  J.— When  it  was  stipulated  in  general  terms  that  a  mortgage 
was  to  be  assigned  the  agreement  could  only  be  performed  by  assigning  a 
first  mortgage. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

lynch  V.  Wood.-aSrd  Jooe,  18^4. 

12.  aicent,  Mic  br-DEtjr  of  oadcr  iMtmetlOM  to  mU  tanda-Tcndor  Mia 
pareliMeF-<^ntr»«tnot  binding  under  aUitate  of  n«nds-€ominlMlM. 
HlBtrlal— Redaction  or  verdlet. 

About  the  first  day  of  January,  1882,  the  appellants,  who  were  real 
estate  agents  or  brokers  in  the  City  of  Winnipeg,  received  verbal  instruc- 
tions from  the  respondents  to  sell  part  of  the  south  half  of  lot  12,  in  the 
Parish  of  Kildonan,  containing  145  acres,  at  $275  an  acre,  the  whole  price 
amounting  to  $39,875  ;  on  the  terms  of  $5,000  cash,  $12,000  on  a  mortgage 
then  existing  on  the  property,  and  the  balance  cash  in  twenty  days  from 
6  ate  of  sale. 

On  the  13th  day  of  said  month  of  January,  the  appellants  sold  the  Ijjid 
at  the  said  price,  receiving  from  the  purchasers  the  sum  of  $5,0(W  as  a 
deposit  on  account  of  the  purchase  money,  and  giving  therefor  a  receipt. 

On  the  day  the  appellants  sold  the  said  land  and  received  the  said 
$5,000  from  the  purchasers,  Henry  F.  Champion,  one  of  the  respondents, 
caDed  at  the  office  of  the  appellants,  who  informed  him  of  the  sale,  and  the 
said  Champion  then  demanded  and  received  from  the  appellants  the  $5,000, 
and  gave  the  appellants  a  receipt  therefor. 

On  the  14th  day  of  the  said  month  of  January,  the  appellants  received 
instructions  from  the  respondents  to  sell  10  acres,  being  another  part  of 
said  south  half  of  lot  12,  Parish  of  Kildonan,  east  of  Main  Street,  in  the  City 
of  Winnipeg,  at  the  price  of  $1,500  per  acre. 

On  the  15th  day  of  January,  the  appellants,  as  such  agents  of  the 
respondents,  sold  the  said  10  acres  to  one  F.  W.  Barrett  (acting  for  the 
syndicate  who  hau  purchased  the  i  15  acres)  who  agreed  to  purchase  at  the 
price  at  which  the  appellants  had  boen  authorized  to  sell,  but  the  formal 
agreement  was  closed  by  said  Barrett  with  Henry  F.  Champion,  one  of  the 
respondents,  to  whom  Barrett  pai(»  $1,500  on  account  of  the  prirchaso 
money  of  $15,000,  and  Champion  gave  to  said  Barrett  a  receipt  for  the 
amount  so  paid. 

Prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  twenty  days,  within  which  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  money  on  the  145  acre  parcel  was  to  be  paid,  the  i^urohasers 
discovered  that  the  patent  for  75  or  80  acres  thereof  (being  what  is  known 
as  the  outer  two  miles  thereof)  had  nor,  been  issued,  and  the  respondents 
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were  without  titlfl  to  luoh  portion  ;  and  on  account  of  this  want  of  title  in 
the  respondents  the  purohaaera  refUsed  to  complete  their  purchaae,  and 
from  the  abaeuoe  of  a  writing  ligned  by  them  they  could  not  be  compelled 
to  do  ao. 

The  appellants  brought  an  action  for  ooramiasion  upon  the  entire  pu?- 
chase  money,  $1,365. 

The  reapondenta  set  up  the  defence  that  the  appellants  promised  to  tell 
the  said  lands,  and  to  complete  such  sale  by  preparing  the  necessary  agre^ 
ment  in  writing  to  make  a  binding  contract  with  such  person  or  persons  as 
should  become  purchasers  of  the  lands. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  a  jury  who  followed  the  charge  of  the 
Chief  Justice,  and  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflft  for  the  full  amount 
of  their  claim,  thereby  giving  them  2^  per  cent,  upon  the  entire  purchase 
money  of  both  parcels  of  land.  This  verdict  was  moved  against  successfully, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  directing  that  the  verdict  should  be  reduced  to 
$125,  being  commission  at  the  rate  of  2^  per  cent,  on  the  $5,000  actually  paid, 
or,  in  the  alternative,  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial  without  costs,  the  plain- 
tiifs  to  make  their  election  between  the  two  alternatives  within  20  days. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Ritchie  CJ.  and 
Foumier  and  Taachereau  JJ.,  that  there  had  been  a  mi«!tilal,  owing  to  cer- 
tain matters  which  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  not  having 
been  submitted  by  the  judge  with  proper  directions,  matters  in  reference  to 
the  nature  of  the  terms  upon  which  the  appellants  were  employed,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  sale  went  oft  through  the  negleot  of  the  appellants  to  take 
a  writing  binding  the  purchasers,  or  whether  it  went  off  by  reason  ot  the 
vendors  not  being  able  to  complete  the  title,  or  because  they  were  unwilling 
to  do  so.  ' 

The  order  for  a  new  trial  should  be  affirmed,  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the 
alternative,  to  be  exercised  within  20  days  after  service  of  the  order  in 
appeal,  of  reducing  his  verdict  to  the  $125. 

Per  Henry  J. — It  was  the  duty  of  the  appellants  to  take  from  the  pur 
chasers  a  binding  agreement  under  the  statute ;  and  having  neglected  to  do 
so,  they  were  not  entitled  to  any  oompensation. 

Per  Strong  J.  dissenting. — ^The  appellants  did  all  they  were  bound  to  do 

and  earned  their  commission  by  finding  the  purchasers,  and  did  nothing  anc 

omitted  nothing  which  amounted  to  misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  disentitlinj 

them  to  the  commission  which  they  had  earned. 

Api>e«l  dismissed  with  costs. 

McKeniie  t.  Gliamplon.-a3nd  Janet  1889 
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18.  Authority  to  deliver  deed  and  receive  purchaHo  money — Agent  exceed* 
ing  authority — New  agreement. 
SmAQENTH. 

14.  O/ontrMt  tor  mIc  of  land-Halt  tor  rmiclssloii  or-rr»a4nlenl  nlarcprMca* 
tikt  toB-EvMcnee. 

Where  the  court  below  diBmitaed  the  plaintifTH  bill  praying  for  the 

resciBsion  of  an  executed  contract,  Held,  that  a  clear  case  of  fraud  muit  be 

establiBhed  to  obtain  the  rescisBion  of  an  ex'eouted  contract,  and  the  allega- 

tiouB  of  fraud  made  by  the  plaintiff  being  uncorroborated  and  contradicted 

in  every  particular  by  the  defendant,  neither  the  court  below  nor  the  court 

in  appeal  would  be  justified  in  rescinding  the  contract  in  question.    Henry 

J.  diBsenting,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  bore  out  the  allegations  of 

fraud. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

*  Hotchlnson  r.  C«Ider.-93rd  Jnne,  1885. 

15.  Sale  under  jwwer  in  a  mortgage  ivfter  foreclosure. 

^'e«  MORTOAQB  15. 

16.  Bale  of  loUi  by   plan-l.aneM  ■bowii  on  plan— HiibHequent  a<>r«ptanre  or 
conveyance  according  to  dlflTercnt  plan. 

The  corporation  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  being  owners  in  fee  of  certain 
lands  situate  on  St.  George  street,  Bloor  street,  Spadina  Avenue,  the  south 
side  of  Cecil  street,  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Huron  street,  and  the  north 
side  of  Baldwin  street,  in  the  said  city,  caused  the  same  to  be  subdivided 
into  building  lots,  for  the  purpose  of  offering  them  for  competition  for  leases 
at  public  auction.  The  lots  on  the  north  side  of  Baldwin  street  were  deline- 
ated on  a  plan  as  ten  in  number,  numbering  from  one  to  ten,  lot  No.  1 
being  shown  to  be  twenty-five  feet  six  inches  in  width,  fronting  on  Baldwin 
street,  and  extending  in  a  northerly  direction  along  the  east  side  of  Huron 
street  120  feet  to  a  lane  of  twenty  feet  in  width,  extending  from  Huron 
street  to  the  easterly  limit  of  the  block  at  the  north-easterly  angle  of  the 
said  block  lot  No.  10,  which  said  lot  No.  10,  as  also  all  the  lots  numbered 
from  2  to  10,  were  shown  to  be  twenty-one  feet  in  width  fronting  on  Baldwin 
P^  street,  by  120  feet  in  depth  measuring  northerly  parallel  with  Huron  street 
to  the  lane  20  feet  in  width  laid  out  along  the  rear  of  all  the  said  lots  front- . 
ing  on  Baldwin  street.  The  lots  on  the  south  side  of  Cecil  street  were  desig- 
nated by  Noe.  10  to  25,  lot  No.  16  being  situate  on  the  eastern  extremity  of 
the  block,  and  lots  16  to  24,  l)Oth  inclusive,  being  shown  to  be  each  twenty- 
one  feet  in  widih  fronting  on  Cecil  street,  by  120  feet  in  depth  measurmg  in 
a  southerly  direction  parallel  with  Huron  street  to  a  lane  twenty  feet  in 
width  in  rear  of  the  said  tier  of  lots  numbering  from  16  to  25,  inclusive,  so  laid 
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out  as  fronting  on  Cecil  street ;  such  lane  extending  from  Huron  street  to  the 
eastern  extremity  of  the  block  and  the  space  between  the  lanes  so  laid  down 
as  in  rear  of  the  said  lots  fronting  on  Baldwin  and  Cecil  streets  respectively 
was  laid  out  as  five  lots,  numbering  from  11  to  15,  the  former  being  21  feet 
eight  inches  and  the  othera  21  feet  9  inches  each,  fronting  on  Huron  street 
by  194  feet  6  inches  in  depth  on  lines  drawn  in  an  easterly  direction  at  right 
angles  with  Huron  street  to  a  lane,  also  20  feet  in  width  in  rear  af  the  said 
lots  numbering  from  11  to  15  inclusive.  The  object  of  laying  out  these  lanes 
in  rear  of  these  several  lots  was  to  provide  access,  in  the  event  of  the  lots 
being  leased  separately  to  difierent  persons  from  the  rear  of  each  lot  to  the 
streets  upon  which  the  lots  respectively  fronted,  for  the  convenience  of  the 
persons  becoming  lessees  of  such  respective  lots.  The  corporation  caused 
an  advertisement  of  the  contemplated  auction  sale  to  be  published  in  the 
public  papers  and  in  posters  distributed  through  the  city  as  follows  :— 

"  City  property  for  sale  or  lease  by  auction  at  noon  on  Wednesday,  the 
<'  18th  day  of  May,  1881,  at  the  auction  rooms  of  F.  W.  Ooate  &  Co. 

"  Leases  will  be  offered  for  twenty- one  years,  renewable,  of  the  following 
"  valuable  lots,  owned  by  the  city  of  Toronto  and  situate  as  under,  that  is  to 
"  say : — 

HUEOM  SI^RBBT  (bETWBBN  OBOIL  AKD  BALDWIN  BTRBBTS).  >. 

No.  on  Flan.  Size.  Situation.         Reserve  per  Foot. 

1  Lot  11,  21  ft.  8  in.  x  194  ft.  6  in.     E.  side  of  Huron  st:  f  1.00 

4  Lots  12  to  15,  each21ft.  9in.xl94ft.6in.  do  $1.00 

2  Lots  8  &  9,   each  27  ft.  2  in.  x  128 ft  8 in.   W.  side  of  H.  st.  f  I.OO 

OBOIL  STRBBT  RUMinNa  BAST  FROM  OOBITER  OF  HITRON  STRBBT. 

1  Lot  25,     25  ft.  6  in.  X  120  ft.,  S.  £.  cor.  of  Cecil  &  Huron  sts.         $1.00 
9  Lots  16  to  24,  each  21  ft.  x  120  ft.,  S.  side  of  Cecil  st.,  E.  of  No.  25,      $1.00 

BALDWIN  STRBBT  RT7NNIN0  BAST  FROM  OORNBR  OF  HURON  STRBBT. 

1  Lot  1 ,     25  ft.  6  in.  x  120  ft,  N.  E.  cor.  of  Baldwin  &  Huron  ste.    $1 .00 
9  Lots  2  to  10,  each  21  ft  x  120  ft.,  N.  side  of  Baldwin  st.  No.  1,  $1 .00 

PARTIOCLARS  BBLATINO  TO  LBASBS  OF  TUB  ABOVB  PROPBRTIKS. 

"  The  above  properties  will  be  virtually  equivalent  to  freeholds  in  the 
«  hands  of  lessees,  who  will  hold  for  21  years,  renewable,  rental  to  be  paid 
"  half  yearly  at  the  office  of  the  City  Treasurer,  the  first  payment  to  be  made 
"  in  advau<3e  by  way  of  deposit  at  time  of  sale, 

"  Lessees  of  two  or  less  than  two  lots  on  St.  George  or  Bloor  streets  to 
«  erect  within  two  years  a  brick  residence  not  less  in  value  than  $5,000.00. 

"  The  lot  on  Spadina  avenue  will,  if  desired,  be  put  up  in  two  half  lots 
«  aa  the  north  and  south  half  of  said  lot. 
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"  The  sizes  of  lots  above  given  are  to  be  read  as  being  according  to  said 
"  measurement '  more  or  less.'    Lanes  run  in  rear  of  the  several  lots. 

"  Further  terms  and  particulars  made  known  at  time  of  sale.     For 
"  further  particulars  apply  at  the  City  Hall,  where  plans  and  diagrams  of  the 
«  several  properties  can  be  seen. 
"City  Hall,  April  20th,  1881. 

"John  Irwin, 
"  Chairman  Committee  on  Property." 
In  the  conditions  of  sale  it  was  provided  that  all  bids  should  be  at  a 
frontage  rate  per  foot  per  annum  upon  the  lots  offered,  as  the  same  appear 
upon  the  plan  or  survey  produced,  each  lot  being  subject  to  a  reserved  bid. 
At  the  sale  the  defendant  Macdonnellwas  the  highest  bidder  for,  and  as 
such  became  the  purchaser  of,  the  leasehold  interest  offered  for  sale  in  the 
lots  11  to  15  on  the  east  side  of  Huron  street ;  other  persons  became  purchas- 
ers of  all  the  other  lots  fronting  upon  Baldwin  and  Cecil  streets  respectively, 
and  numbering  from  I  to  10  on  Baldwin  street,  and  from  16  to  25  on  Cecil 
street.    The  plaintiff,  being  the  highest  bidder  for  lot  number  10  fronting  on 
Baldwin  street,  signed  his  contract  for  that  lot  at  the  foot  of  the  conditions  of 
sale  in  the  terms  following : — 

Toronto,  May  18th,  1881. 
I  hereby  agree  to  lease  the  property  described  in  the  plan  hereto 
annexed  and  marked  A,  as  lot  number  10  on  the  north  side  of  Baldwin  street, 
subject  to  the  foregoing  conditions  of  sale,  for  the  sum  of  one  dollar  and 
thirty  cents  per  foot  frontage  per  annum  on  Baldwin  street. 

(Signed),       P.  F.  CAREY. 

The  defendant  Macdonnell,  having  become  the  purchaser  of  the  lots  1 1 
to  15  inclusive,  and  having  no  occasion  ior  a  lane  in  rear  of  those  lots,  but 
considering  that  the  keeping  it  open  as  a  lane  would  be  a  nuisance  to  him 
and  to  the  corporation,  made  application  to  the  city  authorities  before  any 
plan  of  the  several  lots  was  registered,  to  have  the  space  designed  for  a  lane 
in  rear  of  these  lots  thrown  into  the  respective  lots,  and  to  have  a  lease 
given  to  him  of  the  lots  as  including  within  thoir  area  the  lane  in  rear,  which 
had  been  designed  for  the  purpose  of  affordmg  access  to  those  respective 
lots  in  the  rear.  This  application,  appearing^to  be  reasonable,  was  concuri  ed 
in,  and  a  plan  was  prepared  under  the  direction  of  the  city  authorities  show- 
ing no  lane  in  rear  of  the  lots  numbering  II  to  15  on  Huron  street,  but  show- 
ing lanes  20  feet  in  width,  widening  at  their  eastern  extremity  to  twenty-five 
feet,  in  rear  of  the  lots  fronting  on  Cecil  and  Baldwin  streets ;  which  plan, 
duly  certified  under  the  corporate  seal,  and  signed  by  the  Mayor  and  City 
Treasurer,  as  representing  correctly  the  lots  and  lanes,  they  caused  to  be 
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registered  in  the  registry  office  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  on  the  9th  dav  if  June, 
1881,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario  in  thv.t  behalf, 
as  plan  number  352.  On  the  14th  of  the  same  month  of  June,  the  corpora- 
tion duly  executed  under  the  corporate  seal,  and  signed  by  the  Mayor  and 
Treasurer  of  the  city,  an  indenture  of  lease  whereby,  in  consideration  of  the 
rente,  covenants  and  agreements  therein  reserved  and  contained,  they 
demised  and  leased  unto  the  defendant  Macdonnell  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns,  the  said  lots  11,  12,  13,  14  and  15,  according  to  the  regis- 
tered plan  No.  352  habendum,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be  com- 
puted from  the  Ist  day  of  July,  1831.  The  purchasers  at  the  auction  held  on 
the  18th  of  May,  of  all  the  other  lots  fronting  on  Cecil  street  and  Baldwin 
street,  except  the  purchaser  of  lot  No.  10  on  Baldwin  street,  accepted  leases 
for  like  terms  of  twenty-one  years  of  the  lo's  bid  for  by  them  respectively,  in 
each  of  which  leases  their  several  lots  were  described  as  being  according  to 
the  said  registered  plan  No.  352.  The  plaintiff  does  not  appear  to  have 
applied  for  a  lease  of  his  lot  No.  10  fronting  on  Baldwin  street 
until  early  in  the  yeai-  1882,  and  when  he  did  he  refused  to  take 
his  lease  according  to  said  plan  352,  insisting  that  by  the  terms  of 
his  contract  of  the  18th  of  May,  1881,  he  had  an  interest  in  the 
lane  as  originally  designed  in  rear  of  lots  11  to  15  on  Huron  Street  of  which, 
as  he  contended,  he  could  not  be  deprived,  and  that  the  corporation  had  no 
right  to  register  the  plan  No.  352  not  showing  such  lane,  but  showing  the 
said  lots  11  to  15  leased  to  Mr.  Macdonnell,  to  extend  acros#  the  space  as 
originally  designed  for  a  lane  in  rear  of  these  lots.  The  plaintiff  having 
brought  the  matter  under  the  consideration  of  the  committee  of  the  City 
Council  called  the  property  committee,  the  defendant  Macdonnell  presented 
a  petition  in  the  shape  of  a  letter  addressed  to  ^.he  Mayor  and  aldermen  of 
the  city  in  council  assembled  remonstrating  against  any  attempt  to  preju- 
.  dice  his  rights.  In  this  petition  he  referred  to  three  certificates  whicli 
he  transmitted  with,  and  made  part  of,  his  petition  in  support  of  his  conten- 
tion, one  of  these  certificates  was  that  of  the  City  Commissioner,  another  of 
the  City  Treasurer  and  a  third  of  the  surveyors  who  had  been  employed  by 
the  city  to  sub-divide  the  block  of  land  into  the .  building  lots  offered  at 
auction  m  May,  1881,  and  who  had  certified  the  plan  No.  352  as  correct  in 
accordance  mth  the  provisions  of  the  registry  Act  chapter  one  hundred  and 
eleven  of  the  revised  statutes  of  Ontario,  sec.  82,  sub-sec.  2.  These  certi- 
ficates were  by  the  learned  judge  of  first  instance  detached  from  the  defen- 
dants petition  which  was  received  in  evidence  without  the  accompanying 
certificates.    That  of  the  City  Commissioner  is  as  follows : — 
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City  Commissiojthb's  Opficb, 

Toronto,  21  at.  Feb.  1882. 
"  I,  Emeraon  Coatswortb,  of  the  City  of  Toronto,  city  commissioner,  do 
"hereby  certify  that  I  have  examined  the  plan  of  subdivision  of  the  block  of 
"  land  owned  by  the  city,  lying  on  the  east  side  of  Huron  Street  between 
"  Baldwin  and  Cecil  Streets,  and  state  that  I  find  the  allowance  for  lanes  in 
"rear  of  the  lots  fronting  on  Baldwin  and  Cecil  Streets  respectively,  ample 
"  and  BuflBcient  for  all  purposes  relating  to  the  said  lots,  and  I  further  state 
"  that  the  permission  to  the  lessee  of  the  lots  on  Huron  Street  referred  to, 
"  to  enclose  the  lane  in  rear  thereof  is  undoubtedly  in  the  interests  of  the 
«  city,  as  thereby  preventing  the  facility  for  nuisances  being  deposited  clan- 
"  destinely,  and  saving  extra  labor  to  this  department  in  keeping  same 
"  clear,  and  there  being  but  one  lessee  of  all  the  lots  for  which  said  lane  is 
"laid  out,  it  cannot  prejudice  any  other  person  whomsoever  to  have  it  closed. 

'•  E.  Coatswortb,  Com,  Works  and  Health." 
The  certificate  of  the  City  Treasurer  who  had  also  signed  the  plan  No. 
352  for  registration  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  is  as  follows  : — 

Officb  of  thb  City  Tbgasurbr, 

ToBONTO,  23rd  Feb.  1882. 
"  I,  Samuel  Bickerton  Harman,  of  the  City  of  Toronto,  city  treasurer, 
"  certify  that  the  plan  for  the  sub-division  of  the  blocks  of  land  belong- 
"  ing  to  the  city,  lying  east  of  Huron  Street,  between  Baldwin  and  Cecil  Streets 
"  was  prepared  under  my  supervision  for  the  purpose  of  laying  off  same  into 
"  building  lots  with  lanes  at  rear  of  the  lots  fronting  on  said  streets  respec- 
"  tively,  such  lanes  being  intended  to  be  appurtenant  respectively  to  the 
"  tier  of  lots  lying  between  them  and  the  streets  on  which  such  lots  fronted. 
"  The  lanes  in  rear  of  the  tier  of  lots  fronting  on  Baldwin  and  Cecil  streets 
"  were  made  of  sufficient  width  to  serve  every  practicable  purpose  of  lanes 
"  for  these  lots  respectively,  without  regard  to  the  lane  between  them,  in 
"  rear  of  the  lota  fronting  on  Huron  street,  which  was  intended  for  the  latter 
"  named  lots  only  ;  I  fail  to  see  how  any  one  has  any  right  or  interest  to 
"  interfere  in  a  matter  which  seeme  to  me  to  affect  only  the  purchaser  of  the 

"  lots  on  Huron  street." 

"  Samubl  B.  Harman,  City  Treasurer." 

The  certificate  of  the  surveyors  who  laid  out  the  lots  for  the  corporation 
is  as  follows  : — 

«  We,  Unwin  &  Sankey,  formerly  Wadsworth  &  Unwin,  of  the  city  of 
"  Toronto,  land  surveyors,  hereby  certify  that  the  plan  of  subdivision  of  the 
"  block  of  land  OA\ned  by  the  city  of  Toronto,  lying  on  the  east  side  of 
"Huron  street,  between  Baldwin  and  Cecil  streets,  prepared  by  us,  shows 


480 

Sale  of  Lands — Continued. 

"  the  allowance  for  lanea  in  rear  of  the  lots  fronting  on  Baid  streets  respec- 
«  tively,  the  lanes  in  rear  of  the  lots  on  Baldwin  and  Cecil  streets  being  wide 
«  and  amply  sufficient  for  all  purposes  relating  to  said  lots.  We  further  state 
«  that  the  lane  originally  proposed  to  extend  along  the  rear  of  the  lots  front- 
•<  ing  on  Huron  street,  was  designed  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessees  of  those 
"  lota  solely ;  and  the  lessees  of  lots  fronting  on  Baldwin  street  and  Cecil 
"  street  could  not  be  entitled  to  any  right  thereto  practically  ;  and  the  clos- 
«  ing  up  the  said  lane  can  only  be  a  matter  of  business  between  the  city  and 
"  the  lessee  of  the  lots  on  Huron  street. 

"  Unwin  &  Sankky,  Provincial  Land  Surveyors. 
"Toronto,  21st  February,  1882." 

The  corporation  thereupon  caused  to  be  prepared  for  registration  a  new 
plan,  not  corresponding  with  the  one  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  auction, 
but  on  which  the  space  comprising  the  rear  twenty  feet  of  the  lots  11  to  15 
as  leased  to  ^acdonnell,  together  with  angle  out  off  from  lots  11  and  15,  as 
shown  on  plan  352,  is  shown  to  be  cutoff  with  the  words  <'  Lane  to  be  opened  " 
thereon,  and  this  plan  is  registered  in  the  registry  office  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  with  a  certificate  thereon  under  the  corporation  seal  and  signed  by 
the  same  Mayor  of  the  city  as  had  signed  plan  352,  and  by  the  same  City  Trea- 
surisr  and  the  firm  of  surveyors  who  had  prepared  and  signed  that  plan  for 
registration  and  had  signed  the  above  certificates  laid  before  the  council :  "We 
''  certify  that  this  plan  represents  correctly  the  manner  in  which  we  have 
"  dedicated  and  set  apart  the  rear  twenty  feet  of  lots  11  to  15^  inclusive,  for 
"  the  purposes  of  a  public  lane." 

Upon  this  plan  being  registered  the  plaintiff  on  the  same  day  that  it 
was  registered,  namely,  the  19th  day  of  May,  1882,  accepted  a  lease  from  the 
corporation,  executed  under  the  corporate  seal,  demising  to  him  for  21 
years  "  Lot  No.  10  on  the  north  side  of  Baldwin  street,  according  to  regis- 
"  tered  plans  Nos.  352  and  380." 

In  his  statement  of  claim  he  set  out  the  auction  sale  of  May,  1881,  and 
that  at  such  sale,  relying  upon  the  plan  and  conditions  of  sale  then  pro- 
duced, he  bid  for  and  became  the  purchaser  of  Lot  No.  10  on  the  north 
side  of  Baldwin  street.  That  on  the  J  9th  day  of  May,  1882,  the  defendants 
the  said  corporation  executed  a  lease  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  lot 
number  ten,  in  which  lease  the  said  lot  is  described  as  being  according  to  a 
plan  of  said  property  registered  in  the  registry  office  of  the  City  of  Toronto 
numbered  380.  That  the  said  plan  numbered  380  is  identical  with  the  plan 
produced  at  the  day  of  sale  and  according  to  which  the  plaintiff  purchased 
the  said  lot.  That  on  the  14th  day  of  June,  1881,  the  defendants  the  said 
corporation  executed  a  lease  to  the  defendant  Alexander  liacdonell  and 
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granted  himlots  11, 12,  13,  Hand  15.  That  the  said  lotsare  described  in  the 
deed  to  the  said  Alexander  Macdonnell  as  extending  over  the  said  lane 
already  described  as  being  shewn  on  the  map  or  plan  between  the  said  lots 
11,  12,  13, 14  and  15,  and  the  property  of  the  Hon.  George  Brown  and  no 
mention  is  made  in  the  said  lease  of  the  reservation  of  the  said.or  of  any,  right 
of  way  by  virtue  of  ihe  said  lane,  but  the  said  lots  were  sold  as  designated 
on  the  said  plan,  and  the  said  Alexander  Macdonnell  had  notice  of  the  said 
plan  and  of  the  contract  of  the  defendants  the  said  corporation  to  lease  the 
said  lot  number  10  to  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  said  plan.  That  the 
said  Alexander  Macdonnell  had  caused  the  said  lane  lying  in  rear  of  the 
said  lots  11, 12, 13, 14  and  15  to  be  closed  up,  with  the  approval  and  authority 
of  the  defendants  the  said  corporation.  That  the  plaintiff  had  applied  both 
to  the  defendants  and  to  the  said  Alexander  Macdonnell  to  have  the  said 
lane  re-opened  and  the  obstruction  removed  therefrom  in  order  that  with 
the  other  lessees,  he  might  have  the  full,  free  and  unrestricted  use  of  the 
smd  lane  to  which  he  and  they  were  entitled  by  virtue  of  the  said  lease  to 
eiyoy. 

And  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  conveyance  to  him 
he  was  entitled  as  owner  of  the  said  lot  to  have  a  right  of  way  over  the  said 
lane  lying  in  rear  of  the  said  lots  11,  12,  13, 14  and  15,  and  to  have  the  said 
lane  kept  open  and  unobstructed  in  order  that  he  might  not  be  prevented 
or  interrupted  in  the  free  use  of  the  same.  And  the  plaintiff  prayed  that  the 
defendants  phould  be  ordered  to  open  up  and  maintain  a  lane  in  rear  of  the 
said  lots  11,  12,  13,  14  and  15,  fronting  on  Huron  street,  as  shown  on  the 
plan  by  which  the  said  lots  were  sold  and  as  shown  on  the  new  plan  regis- 
tered as  plan  380. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Ferguson  J.  (7  O.  R.  194),  that  aa  the  plamtiff  had  ready  access  to  the  streets 
by  the  lane  on  which  his  lot  abutted,  he  could  not  prevent  the  city  from 
closing  up  other  lanes  on  the  property.    (See  11  Ont.  App,  R.  416.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  1.  That  the  plaintiff, 
having  taken  his  lease  from  the  corporation  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
lease  to  Macdonell,  and  with  express  reference  to  the  plan  352,  which  showed 
that  lots  11  to  15  on  Huron  Street  were  leasea  to  Macdonell,  indudmg  the 
space  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  opened  as  a  lane,  waa  precluded  from 
recovering  in  his  present  action,  assmuing  that  under  the  terms  of  the  sale 
the  exhibition  of  the  plaii  used  at  the  sale  would  give  him  a  right,  as  against 
the  corporation,  to  have  had  such  a  lane  opened,  or  to  get  compensation  in 
lieu  thereof. 

2.  Per  Foumier,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.— That  the  plaintiff  could 

not  under  the  terms  of  the  sale  set  up  a  right  to  such  lane. 
81 
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Ritchie  CJ. — Foimd  it  diffioult  to  say  that  under  the  contract  of 
sale  the  plaintiff  did  not  acquire  a  right  to  or  interest  in  the  lane  shown  by 
the  plan  in  the  rear  of  lots  11  to  15  in  view  of  its  immediate  contiguity  to 
lot  10,  on  which  it  practically  abutted  or  bounded,  and  to  which  it  would 
be  a  material  advantage,  as  would  be  patent  to  all  parties  bidding  at  the 
sale.  If  the  plaintiff  should  be  advised  that  he  had  any  claim  enforceable 
against  the  corporation  as  distinct  from  the  defendant  Maodonell,  his  lord- 
ship would  feel  disposed  to  reserve  pladntiff's  right  to  proceed  to  make  good 
such  claim  in  a  suit  properly  framed  for  that  purpose. 

Henry  J.  expressed  no  opinion  as  to  the  plaintiff's  rights  under  the 
ori^nal  contract. 

Per  Qwynne  J.->While  the  certificates  attached  to  the  petition  of  the 
defendant  Macdonnell,  could  not  be  looked  to  as  affording  any  evidence  in 
this  action  in  &vor  of  the  defendants  of  the  truth  of  the  matters  therein 
alleged,  they  may,  as  representations  made  to  the  corporation  by  their 
officers  of  the  intention  of  those  officers  in  doing  on  behalf  of  the  corpora- 
tion the  acts  therein  referred  to,  be  looked  at  as  matter  before  the  corpora- 
tion and  as  part  of  the  res  gestas  in  respect  of  which  the  subsequent  action 
of  the  corporation  in  relation  to  the  subject-matter  was  taken,  and  to  throw 
some  light  upon  such  action  if  it  should  prove  to  be  of  doubtful  construction. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Carey  v.  City  of  Toronto.— Otli  April,  1886. 

17.  will— Devisee  under— KortpMre  by  testator— ForedoHure  of— Salt  to  Mil 
real  estate  for  poyment  of  debts— Decree  ander -Conveyance  by  pareluiser 
at  sale  nnder  decree— Assignment  of  mortKanre- Statute  conflrmtnir  title. 

A.  M.  died  in  1838,  and  by  his  will  left  certain  real  estate  to  his  wife,  M. 
VLf  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  their  children.  At  the  time  of  hie 
death  there  were  two  small  mortgages  on  the  said  real  estate  which  were  sub- 
sequently foreclosed,  but  no  sale  was  made  under  the  decree  in  such  suit. 

In  1841  the  mortgages  and  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  in  the  fore> 
closure  suit  were  assigned  to  one  J.  B.  U.,  who,  in  1849,  assigned  and  released 
the  same  to  M.  M. 

In  1841  M.  M.,  the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  said  A. 
H.,  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  for  the  purpose  of  having  this  real  estate  sold  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  estate,  she  having  previously  applied  to  the  Governor 
in  Council,  under  a  statute  of  the  Province,  for  leave  to  sell  the  same,  which 
was  refused  on  the  ground  that  such  leave  could  not  be  granted  for  the  sale 
of  a  particular  part  of  the  estate,  and' if  the  whole  estate  were  sold  and  there 
should  be  a  surplus,  there  would  be  no  mode  of  apportioning  such  surplus 
among  the  devisees.  A  decree  was  made  in  this  suit  and  the  lands  sold,  the 
said  M.  M.  becoming  the  purchaser.  She  afterwards  conveyed  said  lands  to  the 
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oommlBsioneA  of  the  lunatic  asylum,  and  the  title  therein  passed,  by  various 
acts  of  the  Legislature  of  Nova  Scotia,  to  the  present  defendants.  A  statute 
having  been  passed  in  1874  confirming  the  title  to  the  said  lands  in  the  Com- 
missioner of  Public  Works  and  Mines,  M.  K.,  devisee  under  the  bill  of  A.  M. 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Works 
and  Mines  and  the  resident  physician  of  the  lunatic  asylum  which  was  built 
on  said  land,  and  in  the  course  of  the  trial  contended  that  the  sale  under  the 
decree  in  the  chancery  suit  was  void,  inasmuch  as  the  only  way  in  which 
land  of  a  deceased  person  can  be  sold  in  Nova  Scotia  is  by  petition  to  th  a 
Governor  in  Council.  The  validity  of  the  mortgages  and  of  the  proceedings 
in  the  foreclosure  suit  were  also  attacked.  The  action  was  tried  before  a 
judge  without  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants,  which  ver- 
dict the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  refused  to  disturb. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  that  even  if  the  sale  under  the  decree  in  the  chancery 
suit  was  invalid,  the  title  to  the  land  would  be  outstanding  in  the  mortgagee 
or  those  claiming  under  her,  and  the  plaintift,  therefore,  could  not  recover  in 
an  action  of  ejectment. 

Semble,  that  such  sale  was  not  invalid,  but  passed  a  good  title.  Heniy 
J.  dubitante. 

Held,  also,  that  the  statute  ch.  36  sec.  47  B.  S.,  4th  series,  vested  the 
said  land  in  the  defendants,  if  they  had  not  a  title  to  the  same  before. 
Henry  J.  dubitante. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

-,  ,      .    ^  Kearney  ?.  Creelman.-inb  February,  1886. 

SCIIOOI — Grant  of  land  for. 

See  CHARITABLE  TRUST. 
School  Commissioners— Appeal  from  to  Superintendent  of  educa- 
tion P.Q. — Mandamus  to  compel  carrying  out  of  decision  of  Superin- 
tendent—40  Vic.  ch.  22  sec.  11,  P.Q. 

See  EDUCATIONS. 

Scire  Facias. 

See  PATENT  OF  INVENTION  1,  5. 

Scrutiny. 

See  ELECTION  12. 

«    CANADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  1878,  7. 
Seal — Want  of  on  insui*anco  policy. 

See  INSURANCE,  LIFE  2. 
Security — For  costs  in  petition  of  right. 

See  PRACTICE  101. 

81i 


484 

Seoiirity — Continnod. 

2.  Bon  given  by  purchaser  at  sheriflTH  sale  of  landst-Not    secmity 
required  by  art.  688  C.  C.  P. 

See  SHERIFF  7. 

3.  For  costs  on  appeal  to  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

See  PRACTICE  5,  6, 100-109,  113,  114. 
Set  Off— Eight  of— Goods  sold  by  agent. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  2. 
2.   By  shai-eholder  or  contributory  of  bank. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  8. 
Shareholdor— Liability  of,  in  public  company. 

See  CORPORATIONS  1. 
2.    Liability  of,  as  a  past  member — ^The  Imperial  Companies'  Act,  1862. 

See  CORPORATIONS  15. 
8.  In  bank  of  P.  E.  Island— Double  liability. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  7. 

4.  Right  of  set  oflF  by,  in  action  against— 45  Vic.  ch.  23  sec.  76  D.— (Wind- 
ing up  Act.) 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  8. 

5.  When  a  director — Sale  by  to  company  invalid. 

See  CORPORATIONS  26. 

Shares — Held  in  timst — TransfeiTed  to  bank — Notice  —  Obligation  to 

account. 

See  TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES  9. 

Sheriff— Conversion  by. 

See  CORPORATIONS  5. 
2.   Trover  against — Justification  under  writ  of  execution,  plea  of. 

See  TROVER. 

«    CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

3«     Saleby— Proci«>verlMil  of  setinre,  wbat  It  staonld  contain— Art.688  C.  C,  P* 

Under  a  writ  of  oen(2t7ton{  exponcM,  issued  in  a  suit  wherein  M.  C.  was 
plaintiff  and  D.  Gv  was  defendant,  the  latter's  property  was  seized,  adver- 

tised  and  sold  to  the  appellants,  under  the  following  description : "  4  lots  of 

land  or  emplacements  situate  at  Coteau  St.  Louis,  in  the  Parish  of  1 'Enfant 
Jesus,  heretofore  forming  part  of  the  Parish  of  Montreal,  in  the  district  of 
Montreal,  being  known  and  designated  in  the  official  plan  and  book  of 
reference  of  the  Village  of  Coteau  St.  Louis,  in  the  said  Parish  of  Montreal, 
under  Nos.  18,  19,  20  and  21,  of  the  subdivision  of  No.  167,  of  the  said 
official  plan  and  book  of  reference,  with  4  wooden  houses  and  dependencies 
thereon  erected."    The  sale  was  made  in  one  lot  only,  at  the  sheriff's  office, 
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in  the  City  of  Montreal.    The  respondents  demanded  the  nullity  of  the  sale 
by  means  of  an  opposition. 

Held,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  give  only  the  number  of  the  offioial 
plan  and  book  of  reference  in  the  proci$  verbal  of  seizure  and  the  advertise 
meut  of  the  sheriff,  as  under 'Art.  638  C.  C.  P.  it  is  necessary  to  give  the 
range  or  the  street  where  the  property  is  situated,  in  addition  to  the  offioial 
number,  and  therefore  the  sale  was  null  and  of  no  effect. 

[  As  to  the  sale  having  been  made  at  the  sherift's  office  instead  of  at  the 
church  door  of  the  Parish  of  1'  Enfant  Jesus,  see  42  and  43  Vic.  oh.  25,  Q.] 
Montreal  Loan  and  Mortgage  Co.  t.  Faateax.— 111.  411. 

4.  Eeplevin — Possession,  writ  of — Trespass. 

See  CONTRACT  14. 

5.  Action  on  bond jrlven  to  ■taerlAT  In  hlB  ofHclal  c»paelt/--NnIllt<  alMolne- 
Opposltion  in  nature  of  petition  in  revocation  of  Jadgment-DlseoTerx 
of  tarttaer  evidence— Art.  SSI  C.C.P.— Dol  personnel -Bcs  Jnd!eata— Be* 
qnete  Civile. 

The  appellant,  William  McD.  Dawson,  having  purchased  a  property  in 
the  city  of  Three  Rivers,  which  proved  to  be  burdened  with  mortgages 
beyond  its  value,  an  action  was  brought  on  one  of  these  mortgages  by  the 
hypothecary  creditor,  Dame  Harriet  Sawtell  (Mrs.  Dickson),  upon  which  the 
appellant,  Dawson,  made  delaissement.  Judgment  was  accordingly  obtained 
and  the  property  sold  at  sheriff's  sale  on  the  21  st  February,  1862,  when  the 
said  William  McD.  Dawson  became  the  purchaser. 

Claims  against  the  estate  (oppositions  d  fin  de  eonserver)  were  filed 
largely  exceeding  the  amount  of  purchase  money.  Among  these  claims, 
(oppositions)  was  one  by  the  said  purchaser,  Dawson,  for  a  large  sum  of 
money,  upon  the  iiling  of  which  the  then  sheriff,  I.  G.  Ogden,  took  from  him, 
the  said  purchaser,  a  small  payment  in  cash  and  a  bond  or  obligation  for  the 
balance,  secured  upon  the  property  itself. 

By  the  final  judgment  of  distribution,  the  largest  claim,  that  of  the  Hon- 
orable Judge  Gale,  was  awarded  a  fraction  of  the  amount  due  thereon,  being 
the  residuary  amount  of  the  puroliase  money  after  the  collocations  made  in 
favor  of  prior  claims ;  while  for  the  claim  of  the  purchaser,  which  was  held 
to  be  the  last,  there  was  nothing  left.  It  appeared  that  the  collocation  in 
favor  of  the  late  Judge  Gale  was  not  paid. 

The  then  sheriff,  the  late  I.  G.  Ogden,  having  died,  his  heirs  or  legatees 
all,  in  one  form  or  another,  renounced  their  legal  rights  to  his  estate,  with 
the  exception  of  the  original  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  Isaac  Low  Evans  Ogden, 
one  of  his  sons,  who  assigned  the  said  obligation,  as  an  asset  of  his  fether** 
estate,  to  WiUiam  McDougall,  then  a  practising  attorney  at  the  bar,  who 
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brought  an  action  upon  it  against  the  present  appellant,  which  action  wu 
defended  on  the  plea  that  the  said  obligation  was  not  a  private  or  perHonal 
asset  of  the  said  I.  0.  Ogden,  but  a  security  to  ensure  the  payment  of  the 
hypothecary  creditors  collocated  by  the  final  judgment  of  distribution,  in 
the  case  of  SawUU  t.  Dawaon,  It  was  also  pleaded  that  the  then  plaintiff, 
being  a  practising  attorney  at  the  bar  of  the  same  court  where  the  action 
was  brought,  could  not  become  the  purchaser  of  a  litigious  right  by  the  Arts. 
1,485  and  1,583  of  the  civU  code. 

The  said  Wm.  MoDougall  then  reassigned  the  said  obligation  to  I.  L  E. 
Ogden,  and  an  action  was  commenced  on  his  behalf. 

The  defendant's  (present  appellant's)  pleas  in  defence  were,  practically, 
that  tliere  was  litia  pendent,  because  of  the  action  already  ponding  on  the 
same  obligation ; — that  the  record  (which  had  been  destroyed  by  the  burn- 
ing of  the  court  house  in  Quebec)  should  be  restored  or  at  least  an  effort 
made  to  that  effect,  before  any  other  proceeding  could  be  taken ;— and  the 
repetition  of  the  former  pleading ;  that  the  obligation  was  the  sheriff's 
security  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  property,  and  did  not 
represent  a  personal  debt  due  to  the  late  Mr.  Ogden,  and  was  sued  upon  as 
such,  in  fraud  of  the  defendant  and  the  true  creditors  of  the  debt  it  repre- 
sented. The  plaintiff  denied  that  the  previous  action  involved  the  same 
issue,  or  that  the  present  action  was  for  the  security  stated,  or  that  the 
obligation  represented  the  purchase  money  of  the  property. 

On  the  24th  April,  1875,  the  respondent,  sued  out  a  writ  of  execution 
against  the  appellant  in  pursuance  of  this  last  mentioned  judgment. 

On  the  3rd  of  May,  1875,  the  appellant  filed  an  opposition  in  the 
nature  of  a  petition  in  revocation  of  judgmetit,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
present  appeaL 

Amongst  other  reasons  it  contained  the  following  : — 

1.— That  since  the  rendering  of  the  last  mentioned  judgment  on  the 
action  itself,  the  representatives  of  the  late  Judge  Gale  had  claimed  from 
the  said  opposant,  William  McD.  Dawson  (the  appellant),  the  amount  of 
their  collocation,  threatening  to  proceed  at  folle  enehire  to  the  re-sale  of 
opposant's  (appellant's)  property,  and  that  the  said  opposant  thus  found 
himself  liable  td  pay  twice  the  same  amount. 

2.~That  since  the  rendering  of  the  judgment  the  opposant  (the  appel- 
lant) had  discovered  proof  that  the  security  mentioned  in  the  return  of  the 
sheriff  was  one  and  the  same  with  the  notarial  obligation  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  founded. 

3. — That  since  the  judgment,  the  opposant  (appellant)  had  made  dis- 
covery of  an  authentic  part  of  the  record,  and  that  the  production  of  the  said 
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document,  being  of  a  nature  to  affect  the  judgment  sought  to  be  executed 
could  take  place  under  the  article  581  of  the  Code  of  CiyU  Procedure  of  Um 
Province  of  Quebec. 

4 — That  the  judgment  should  be  rescinded  and  revoked,  having  been 
rendered  through  the  collusion  and  fraud  of  the  respondent  and  othen. 
The  missing  document  was  the  slierift"'s  schedule  of  the  nature  of  sale 
and  an  authentic  copy  of  it  certified  by  the  prothonotary  was  found  and  pro- 
duce<1.  The  opposant  (the  appellant)  also  produced  with  hia  oppoeition 
the  sheriff's  receipt  for  the  obligation  itseif,  which  he  alleged  proved  the 
obligation  to  be  as  contended  by  the  defendant  (the  appellant)  the 
security  taken  by  the  sheriff  in  his  oflBcial  capacity  for  the  payment  of 
the  baladioe  of  the  purchase  money,  which  belonged  to  the  hypothecary 
creditors. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1875,  a  tierce  oppotition  was  filed  by  the 
representatives  of  the  Gale  estate,  claiming  the  obligation  above  mentioned 
aa  a  mere  security  for  the  amount  of  their  collocation  by  the  report  of  dia- 
tribution  and  denying  the  right  of  the  heirs  Ogden  to  any  part  of  the  aaid 
obligation. 

On  the  8th  of  September,  1875,  Isaac  Low  Evans  Ogden  having  died,  the 
,  present  respondent,  Charles  Kinnis  Ogden,  brought  himself  into  the  case  as 
plaintiff  par  rtprise  cP instance. 

On  the  11th  May,  1877,  the  respondent  produce  1  his  plea  to  the  opposi- 
tion of  the  defendant  (appellant.) 

On  the  20th  of  September,  1877,  the  opposition  of  appellant  was  dis- 
missed  by  the  Superior  C!oui  t  at  Three  Bivers  (MoCord  J.)  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  res  judicata  against  him. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  8th  of  Maroh,  1878,  by  their  judg- 
ment, ordered,  "  that  the  proceedings  on  the  opposition  of  the  stiid  appel- 
"  lant  shall  be  suspended  until  after  the  opposition  of  the  representptives 
"  of  the  said  Hon.  Samuel  Gale,  filed  in  this  cause,  shall  have  been  dia- 
posed  of." 

On  the  12th  December,  1878,  the  respondent  contested  the  iieree  oppo- 
sition of  the  heira  Gale  in  obedience  to  this  last  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench. 

On  the  13th  April,  1879,  the  tierce  opposition  of  the  representatives 
Gale  was  maintained  by  the  Superior  Court  at  Three  Bivers,  with  regard  to 
the  part  of  its  conclusions  which  referred  to  the  seizure  of  the  real  estate. 

On  the  7th  September,  1880,  this  last  judgment  on  the  iieree  oppoeiHon 
was  modified  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  This  judgment  also  admitted 
the  rights  of  the  heirs  Gale,  and  ordered  them  to  proceed  in  the  apace  of 
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four  montlu  to  th«  re-aale  at  foVU  tHohir$  of  the  property  purotUwed  in 
the  oMe  of  SawUll  t.  Datoton. 

The  present  appellant,  Dawson,  contended  that  he  was  not  a  party  to 
this  appeal,  and  he  was  thus  oondemned  without  hearing  and  without  notice 
to  submit  to  the  re-sale  of  a  property  which  he  had  paid  by  an  obligation, 
while  the  judgment  of  the  10th  of  June,  1874,  condemning  him  to  pay  to  the 
heirs  of  the  sherilT  personally  the  amount  of  said  obligation,  remained  in  full 
force. 

The  record  having  been  sent  back  to  Three  Rivers,  the  four  months 
expired  v/ithout,  as  the  appellant  alleged,  any  notice  whatever  having  been 
given  to  him  of  the  judgment,  or  of  any  other  proceeding  nince  the  judgment 
on  his  appeal  given  in  his  favor  on  the  8th  of  March,  1878.        * 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1881,  an  inscription  on  the  merits  of  the  oppo- 
sition of  May,  1875,  was  served  upon  him.  This  inscription  was  discharged 
by  the  court. 

On  the  17th  of  March,  1881,  anew  inscription  was  mado,  and  also  dis- 
charged. 

On  the  25th  of  June,  1881,  the  respondent  made  a  motion  before  the 
Superior  Court  at  Three  Rivers,  asking  that  tlie  rights  conferred  on  the  heirs 
Gale  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  have  the  property 
of  the  appellant  re-sold  at  folle  enehire  in  the  space  of  four  months,  be 
declared  elapsed.  The  appellant  was  not  notified  of  the  said  motion,  which 
was  granted  on  the  25th  of  June,  1881. 

A  motion  was  then  served  upon  the  defendant,  Dawson  (the  appellant) 
on  the  19th  of  September,  1881,  by  tho  plaintiff,  par  reprise  (finatanee,  to 
be  allowed  to  make  a  new  contestation  of  his  opposition  of  May,  1875,  which 
was  refused  by  the  court. 

On  the  23rd  of  November,  1881,  the  Superior  Court  at  Three  Rivers  dis- 
missed the  opposition  and  petition  in  revocation  of  judgment  of  appellant. 
This  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  4th  of 
Deoember,  1882. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed  and  the  appeal  allowed. 

Per  Tasohereau  J.  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court. — Dawson's  obliga- 
tion to  Ogden  was  not  a  erianee  of  Ogden  personally,  but  of  him  as  sheriff 
only,  and  represented  the  price  of  Dawson's  purchase  at  the  eheriffs'  sale. 
The  sherifi's  heirs  therefore  were  not  entitled  to  the  amount  of  the  obligation 
in  the  absence  of  the  allegation  and  proof,  that  they  or  their  father  in  hia 
lifetime  paid  the  amount  to  the  various  parties  collocated. 
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Moreover  the  obligaUon  wu  null  u  being  against  pubUo  order,  and  a 
nullity  of  thiB  kind  was  abM)lute  and  need  not  be  plewled,  the  tribunal  being 
bound  to  notice  it. 

Ihe  judgment  on  the  action  did  not  decide  toy  thing  contrary  to  theee 
views,  because  the  courts  below  had  not  before  them  the  proof  that  the 
obligation  in  question  represented  nothing  but  the  adjudication  price,  the 
necessary  documents  to  establish  that  fact  having  been  since  found  by  Daw- 
•on.  The  judgment  appealed  from  was  not  baaed  on  reajudieata ,  itoonceded, 
as  It  wae  obliged  to  do  in  the  face  of  the  judgment  of  that  court  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  court  dismissing  the  requU*  civile,  that  the  right  to  a  rtquitt 
eivile  was  open.  But  it  held  that  the  opposant  had  not  proved  the  facts  he 
alleged/  This  court,  however,  is  of  opinion  the  appellant  has  clearly  proved 
his  allegaUons  of  fact:— 1.  That  the  words  "  value  received "  in  the  obliga- 
tion were  false;  that  the  obligation  was  not  given  to  the  late  sheriff  person- 
ally, but  to  hhn  in  his  official  capacity  only,  and  so  has  proved  the  dol per$<mnel, 
the  fraud  by  which  the  late  Ogden  obtained  that  obligation,  and  the  fraud 
of  the  plaintiff's  auteur  is  his  fraud  ;  2.  That  the  obligation  was  nul  ePune 
nulliti  abaolue;  3.  The  only  ren  judicata  is  in  favor  of  Dawson ;  4.  That  not 
only  the  Gales,  but  all  the  other  parties  could  ask  a  re-sale. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Dawson  t.  Ogden.— 19tb  June,  1888, 

6.  Sale  of  mortgaged  premises  by,  under  decree  of  foi'eclosure,  in  Nova 
Scotia. 

Sef  MORTGAGE  12. 

7.  RMie  bjr-ParehaM  a«-A<IJadlen«lon  to  Joint  pnrchiM«n-8«enrlty  not 
ffiven  M  required  by  Art.  688  r»c.  P.  L.  V.-On«  Joint  adjndleatalre  In 
defenlt  cannot  demand  a  sale  k  la  folle  enetaere— Arts.  691,  6M,  760  C.C. 
PLC, 

At  a  certain  judicial  sale,  on  the  1 0th  of  July,  1 875,  the  appellant,  James 
Shortis,  the  respondent  Leduo,  and  one  Michel  Caron  became  joint  pur- 
chasers of  a  certain  immoveable  for  the  price  of  t2,500. 

On  the  28th  of  August.  1875,  the  sheriff  made  his  return  on  the  writ  of 
execution  stating  that  he  had  levied  a  net  sum  of  $2,352.90,  which  had  been 
paid  to  him  by  %  bond  as  required  by  law,  and  that  he  held  that  sum  subject 
to  the  order  of  the  court.  This  pretended  bond  was  in  reality  a  "  bon  "  in 
the  following  terms  :  "  Goo-J  to  S.  Dumoulin,  Esquire,  sheriff,  for  two  thou- 
"  sand  two  hundred  and  ninety-nine  dollars  and  sixty-five  cents,  for  value 
"  received,  payable  to  his  order.  This  ton  serves  as  security  in  the  matter 
"  No.  226  L.  J.  O.  Bninelle  &  al.  against  Charles  Cot6.  Three  Rivers,  2nd 
"  August,  1875,"  and  signed  by  the  three  purchasers,  James  Shortis,  Michel 
Caron,  and  the  respondent  Leduc. 
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On  the  return  of  the  sheriff  various  distributions  were  made  .and  the 

I       respondent  collocated  for  the  sumo  of  11876.76  and  $259.93. 

The  appellant,  R.  H.  McQreevy,  being  a  creditor  ot  James  Shortis,  the 
other  appellant,  in  virtue  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  favor,  intervened  in 

'  >       the  case  to  exercise  the  rights  of  his  debtor. 

;  On  the  5th  of  March,  1883,  the  respondent  served  the  Judgments  of  dis- 

tribution on  appellant  James  Shortis,  and  on  the  representatives  of  Michel 
Caron,  deceased  ;  and  on  the  20th  of  the  same  month  he  made  his  petition 
for  an  order  to  resell  the  very  property  purchased  by  himself  jointly  with  the 
other  "adjudicataires"  for  false  bidding. 

Appellant  McGreevy  was  allowed  to  appear  on  the  said  petition  and  fyled 
an  appearance. 

These  proceedings  being  of  a  summary  nature  no  written  answers  were 
put  in,  and  on  the  16th  of  June  following,  the  Superior  Court,  sitting  at  Three 
Rivers  (Bourgeois  J.)  granted  the  said  petition  of  respondent  ordering  the 
resale  of  the  property  for  folse  bidding  upon  the  purchasers,  James  Shortis 
and  Michel  Oaron  alone ;  and  this  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  sitting  at  Quebec,  on  the  7th  day  of  May,  1884,  modifymg, 
however,  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  by  ordering  the  resale  to  be 
made  upon  the  three  «  acyudicataires."  Monk  and  Ramsay  JJ.  disienting. 

The  question  to  be  decided  was,  whether  the  respondent  had  the  right 
to  demand  the  resale  of  a  property  of  which  he  was  a  co-purchaser  together 
with  Michel  Caion  and  the  appellant  James  Shortis,  for  false  bidding,  he 
himself  being  pne  of  the  "  ac^udicataries  "  in  default,  who  had  retained  the 
purchase  money  by  giving  their  joint  "  bon/'  instead  of  furnishing  the  sheriff 
with  the  sureties  required  by  law. 

'   •  '  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  per  Strong,  Henry  and 

Taschereau  JJ.,  Ritchie  CJ.  and  Foumier  J.  dissentmg,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  courts  below,  that  the  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  demand  a 
resale.  The  bon  given  by  the  purchasers  was  nof  the  surety  contemplated 
by  Art.  688  of  the  Code  ;  and  the  three  purchasers  having  made  with  the 
sheriff  an  agreement  not  contemplated  by  law,  should  be  compelled  to  gov- 
ern themselves  aocordmg  to  that  agreement,  and  the  respondent's  only  course 
was  by  direct  action  against  his  co-debtors  to  recover  from  them  their  share. 
Per  Taschereau  J.— -The  obligation  contiacted  by  Shortis,  Caron  and 
Leduc  in  becoming  joint  purchasers  at  a  judicial  sale  was  a  joint  and  several 
obligation,  and  it  follows  that  their  "bon"  bound  them  jointly  and  severally 
also.  Under  such  an  obligation  they  were  responsible  only  towards  each 
other  for  one-third  of  the  purchase  money,  and  each  for  the  whole  to  the 
sheriff.    By  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  the  appellant  Shortis  found 
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himself  individually  compelled  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  the  price  of  sale  to 
respondent,  to  prevent  the  resale  of  the  property ;  (Arts.  694  and  760  C.C.P.) ; 
while,  if  there  was  any  default,  the  respondent  was  equally  m  default  with 
his  co-adjudicataires,  and  there  could  be  no  doubt  a  private  agreement  had 
been  come  to  between  the  three  purchasers  which  the  respondent  sought  to 
repudiate. 

Per  Ritchie  C.J.  dis8enting_McGreevy  could  be  in  no  better  position 
s.  than  his  debtor,  and  to  allow  him  to  get  a  third  of  this  property  as  the  prop- 
erty of  Shortis  without  payment  by  himself  or  Shortis  of  the  third  of  the 
price  which  he  was  bound  to  pjfy,  seems  so  unreasonable  and  unjust  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  doubt  that  the  law  was  clear 
and  unquestionable  on  the  point  before  sanctioning  what  appears  such 
%        manifest  injustice. 

I  Per  Foumier  J.  dissenting The  question  whether  there  being  three 

joint  purchasers  (ac^udicataires)  who  have  all  made  defauli  in  paying  the 
price  of  their  adjudication,  one  of  them  can,  as  hypothecary  creditor  men- 
t...  i  in  the  certificate  of  registration  and  as  a  collocated  creditor  unpaid, 
proceed  to  a  sale  d  lafollt  encMre  of  the  immoveable  sold  to  the  three  pur- 
chasers, is  very  clearly  settled  by  Art.  691  of  the  C.  C.  P. 

The  only  right  the  appellant  had  was  that  of  exercising  the  rights  of 
Shortis,  his  debtor,  and  if  the  appellant  wished  to  avail  himself  of  those 
rights,  he  should  fulfil  the  obligation  of  his  debtor  by  paying  his  share  of  the 
a(\judication.  He  was  seeking  to  have  a  third  of  the  immoveable  adjudged 
to  Shortis  without  paying  the  third  of  the  price  of  acyudioation  which  Shortia 
was  bound  to  pay. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

McflreeTy  v.  leduc.-May  12th,  1885. 

Ships  and  Shipping — Breach  of  agreement  not  to  charter — Contract 
of  agency  apart  from  ownership — Ship's  husband. 
See  CONTRACT  2. 

2.  Collision  with  anchor  of  vessel — Damages. 

See  MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO  2. 

3.  Asje^sment  of  »hlp«— S7  Vic.  ch.  SO  sec.  1,   and  27  Vic.  ch.  81  Bev.  »1. 
K.r/.— VcMcIs  not  refflBtered  In  Hnllfex  not  liable. 

K.  resides  and  does  business  m  the  city  of  Halifax,  and  is  owner  of  ships 
w  hioh  are  not  registered  at  the  city  of  Halifax,  and  which  have  never  visited 
the  port  of  Halifax.  Under  the  authority  of  37  Vic.  ch.  20  sec.  1,  and  27 
Vlo.  ch.  81  sees.  340,  347,  361,  Rev.  St.  N.S.,  the  assessors  of  the  city  of 
Halifax  valued  the  property  of  K.  and  included  therein  the  value  of  said 
voflsels. 
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Held,  that  vessels  owned  by  a  resident,  but  nerer  registered  at  Halifax, 
and  always  sailing  abroad,  did  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  ' 
"  whether  such  ships  or  vessels  be  at  home  or  abroad  at  the  time  of  assess- 
«  ment,"  and  therefore  were  not  liable  to  be  assessed  for  city  taxes. 

The  City  of  Halifax  t.  Kenny.-ill,  497. 

4*    Charter   Party— Damafce  to  stalp— Unavoidable   delay— Befuaal   of  char* 
terem  to  load  -Action  by  ship  owners. 

By  a  charter  party  of  December  11th,  1878,  it  was  agreed  that  plaintiff's 
vessel,  then  on  her  way  to  Shelburne,  N.S.,  should  proceed  with  all  possible 
despatch,  after  her  arrival  at  Shelburne,  to  St.  John,  and  there  load  from  the 
■'i       charterers  a  cargo  of  deals  for  Liverpool;  and  if  the  vessel  did  not  arrive  at 
Shelbm-ne  on  or  before  Ist  of  January,  1879,  the  charterers  were  to  be  at 
liberty  to  cancel  the  charter  party.    The  vessel   arrived  at  Shelburne  ia 
December,  and  sailed  at  once  for  St.  John.    At  the  entrance  of  the  harbor 
of  St.  John  she  got  upon  the  rooks  and  was  so  badly  damaged  that  it  became 
necessary  to  put  her  on  the  blocks  for  repairs.    She  was  not  ready  to 
receive  her  cargo  until  2Ist  of  April  following,  prior  to  which  time  - 
on  26th  March — the  charterers  gave  the  owners  notice  that  they  would 
not  furnish  a  cargo  for  her.    The  owners  sued  for  breach  of  the  charter 
party,  and  on  thd   trial  defendants  gave  evidence,  subject  to  objection, 
that  freights  between  St.  John  and  Liverpool  were  usually  much  higher 
in  winter  than  in  summer ;  that  lumber  would  depreciate  m  value  by 
being  wintered  over  at  St.  John,  and  also  as  to    the  relative  value  of 
lumber  during  the  winter  and  in  the  spring  in  the  Liverpool  market; 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  time  occupied  in  repairing  the  damage 
was  unreasonable  and  had    entirely   frustrated   the    object  of  the  voy- 
'        age.   The  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  the  time  occupied  in  getting  the 
vessel  ofi  the  rooks  and  repairing  her  was  so  long  as  to  put  an  end,  in  a  com- 
mercial sense,  to  the  commercial  speculation  entered  into  by  the  shipowners 
and  charterers,  they  should  find  for  the  defendants.    The  verdict  being  for 
the  defendants,  the  court  below  made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new  trial. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  that  as  there  was  no  condition  precedent  in  the  charter 
that  the  ship  should  be  at  St.  John  at  any  fixed  date,  and  as  the  time  taken 
in  repairing  the  damage  was  not  unreasonable,  and  the  delay  did  not  entirely 
frustrate  the  object  of  the  voyage,  the  charterers  were  not  justified  in  refusing 

to  carry  out  the  contract. 

Carrlll  t.  Schofleld.-lx,  370. 
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5.  Towase-Contract  of-LlablUty  nnder-DamsKe-jolndev  of  defendanta- 
K  IVht  of  a  Saw  Mill  Company  to  let  to  hire  a  steam  tnv-Llabllity  limited 
-28  A  26  Tic.  (Imp.)  eh.  63-il  Vie.  eh.  58  sec.  12-SIotlon  for  Jadinnent- 
Flndlngrs  of  Jury  not  against  weight  of  evidence-Practice. 

The  B.  C.  T.  Co.  entered  into  a  contract  of  towage  with  S.  to  tow  the 
ship  «<  Thrasher  "  from  Royal  Roads  to  Nanaimo,  there  to  load  with  coal,  and 
when  loaded  to  tow  her  back  to  sea.  After  the  ship  was  towed  to  Nanaimo 
under  arrangement  between  the  B.  C.  T.  Co.  and  the  M.  S.  Co.,  the  remainder 
of  the  engagement  was  undertaken  between  the  two  companies,  and  the  M. 
S.  Co.'8  tug  boat,  "Etta  White,"  and  the  B.  C.  T.  Co.'s  tua,  "Beaver,"  pro- 
ceeded  to  tow  the  «  Thrasher  "  out  of  Nanaimo  on  her  way  to  sea,  the  "  Etta 
White  "  being  the  foremost  tug.  Whilst  thus  m  tow  the  ship  was  dragged 
on  a  reef,  and  became  a  complete  wreck.  The  night  of  the  accident  was 
light  and  clear,  the  tugs  did  not  steer  according  to  the  course  prescribed  by 
the  charts  and  sailing  directions  ;  and  there  was  on  the  other  side  of  the 
course  they  were  steering,  upwards  of  ten  miles  open  sea  free  from  all 
dangers  of  navigation,  and  the  ship  was  lost  at  a  spot  which  was  plainly 
indicated  by  the  sailing  directions,  although  there  was  evidence  that  the 
reef  was  unknown.  The  ship  had  no  pilot,  and  those  aboard  were  strangers 
to  the  coast.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  negligently  towing  the  ship,  and 
so  causing  her  destruction, 

Held  : — 1.  That  as  the  tugs  had  not  observed  those  proper  and  reason- 
able precautions  in  adopting  and  keeping  the  courses  to  be  steered,  which  a 
prudent  navigator  would  have  observed,  and  the  accident  was  the  result  of 
their  omission  to  do  so,  the  owners  of  the  tugs  were  jointly  and  severally 
liable,  (Taschereau  J.  dissenting  as  to  the  liability  of  the  M.  S.  Co.,  and  hold- 
ing that  the  B.  0.  T.  Co.  were  alone  liable). 

2.  That  under  the  British  Columbia  Judicature  Act  the  action  was  main- 
talnable  in  its  present  form  by  joining  both  companies  as  defendants. 

3.  That  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  M.  S.  Co.'s  charter  or  act  of  incorpo- 
ration to  prevent  their  purchasing  and  owning  a  steam  tug,  and  as  the  use  of 
such  a  vessel  was  incidental  to  their  business,  they  had  a  perfect  right  to 
let  the  tug  to  hire  for  such  purposes  as  it  was  used  for  in  the  present  case. 

4.  That  as  the  tugs  in  question  were  not  registered  as  British  ships  at 
the  the  time  of  the  accident  their  owners  were  not  entitled  to  have  their 
liability  limited  under  25  and  26  Vic.  (Imp.)  ch.  63. 

5.  That  the  limited  liability  imder  section  12  of  31  Vic.  ch.  58  (D.)  does 
not  apply  to  cases  other  than  those  of  collision. 

6.  This  case  coming  before  the  court  below  on  motion  for  judgment 
under  the  order  which  governs  the  practice  in  such  cases,  and  which  is 
idehtical  with  English  Order  40,  Rule  10,  of  the  orders  of  1875,  the  court  coiild 
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give  judgment,  finally  determining  all  questions  in  dispute,  although  the 
.  jury  may  not  have  found  on  them  all,  but  does  not  enable  the  court  to  dis- 
pose jf  a  case  contrary  to  the  finding  of  a  jury.  In  case  the  court  consider 
particular  findings  to  be  against  evidence,  all  that  can  be  done  is  to  award  a 
new  trial,  either  generally  or  partially  under  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
rule  similar  to  the  English  Order  39,  Bule  40. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  giving  the  judgment  that  the  court  below 
ought  to  have  given,  was  in  this  case  in  a  position  to  give  judgment  upon  the 
evidence  at  large,  there  being  no  findings  by  the  jury  interposing  any  obstacle 
to  their  so  doing,  and  therefore  a  judgment  should  be  entered  against  both 
defendants  for  $80,000  and  costs. 

[In  this  case  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  granted  leave 
to  appeal,  but  the  case  was  settled  before  coming  on  for  hearing.  ] 

Sewell  T.  B.  C.  Tow.  Oo.-lx,  527. 

6.  Agreement  to  insure  ship  to  amount  of  advances,  consti'uction  of. 

See  AGREEMENT  10. 

7.  Merchants'  Shipping  Act,  1854 — Does  not  prevent  property  in  ship 
passing  to  assignee  in  insolvency  under  Insolvent  Act,  1815, 

See  INSOLVENCY  13.  .    . 

8.  Charter  party— Demnrragre— Dead  frelKtat— DamaKes. 

The  "  Whickham "  was  chartered  by  the  appellants  by  a  charter-party 
entered  into  between  them  as  merchants,  and  the  respondent  as  owner  act- 
ing by  Messrs.  Carbray,  Routh  &  Co.,  at  Montreal,  on  the  25th  of  October, 
1880 ;  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  steamship,  then  on  her  way  to  the 
port  of  Montreal  with  cargo  from  Barrow,  should  proceed  to  Montreal,  and 
there  be  loaded  by  the  appellants  with  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  wheat 
(and)  or  rye  or  other  goods ;  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  cargo  to  be  wheat, 
maize,  peas  (and)  or  rye ;  oats  (and)  or  barley,  if  shipped,  not  to  exceed  one- 
third  of  the  cargo,  and  if  flour,  not  to  exceed  two  thousand  barrels. 

The  charterers  were  given  the  option  of  cancelling  this  charter  party  if 
>  '  the  vessel  did  not  arrive  at  Montreal  by  the  10th  of  November.  The  freight 
was  fixed  at  certain  rates  for  the  difierent  kinds  of  grain  or  flour,  according 
as  the  ship  should  go  to  the  continent  direct,  to  the  United  Kingdom  for 
orders,  or  to  the  United  Kingdom  direct.  If  other  lawful  merchandise  were 
shipped,  the  charterers  engaged  to  p!<  he  same  total  amount  of  freight  as 
the  ship  would  make  with  a  full  cargo  ot  wheat  at  the  above  rates.  The  pen- 
alty for  non-performance  of  the  agreement  was  fixed  at  the  estimated  amount 
of  freight ;  that  is  to  say,  at  the  amount  of  freight  the  vessel  would  earn  if 
fully  loaded,  estimated  at  the  rate  for  a  full  cargo  of  wheat  at  the  rate 
stipulated. 
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With  reference  to  the  rate  of  loading,*  the  charter  contained  the  clause 
which  follows :_"  Ten  runnin|  days,  Sundays  excepted,  are  to  be  allowed  the 
said  merchant  (if  the  ship  be  not  sooner  dispatched)  for  discharging ;  com- 
mencing firom  the  time  of  ship  being  ready  to  deliver  cargo.  Ship  to  be 
loaded  as  fast  as  can  be  received  in  fine  weather,  and  ten  days  on  demurrage 
over  and  above  the  said  lying  days  at  £40  per  day.  Lighterage,  if  any,  to  be 
at  merchant's  risk  and  expense." 

It  was  further  provided  that  the  cargo  should  be  brought  to  and  taken 
from  alongside  the  ship  at  the  ports  of  loading  and  discharge  at  the  mer- 
chant's risk  and  expense. 

Owing  to  the  lateness  of  the  season  there  was  a  special  clause  as  to  the 
time  of  the  leaving  of  the  ship,  which  read  as  follows :— "  Should  ice  set  in 
during  the  loading  so  as  to  endanger  the  ship,  the  master  to  be  at  liberty  to 
sail  with  part  cargo  and  to  have  leave  to  fill  up  at  any  open  port  on  the  way 
homeward  for  ship's  benefit." 
^  The  vessel  arrived  at  Montreal  on  the  8th  of  November,  1880.    A  verbal 

notice  was  given  on  the  following  day  by  the  captain  and  Mr.  Bouth  the  agent, 
who  were  daily  in  communication  with  the  appellants  during  the  discharging 
I  of  the  ship,  which  was  completed  on  the  thirteenth  November.  On  the 
f  fifteenth  the  ship  was  examined  by  the  port  warden,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  port,  and  his  certificate  of  her  readiness  for  cargo  delivered  at  half-past 
eleven  in  the  forenoon  to  the  appellants.  And  the  respondent  contended 
that  the  appellants  were  bound,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  port,  to  begin 
loading  at  noon  on  that  day.  The  appellants,  however,  had  no  cargo  ready, 
and  the  loading  only  began  at  one  o'clock  on  the  following  day ;  one  day 
being  thus  lost,  according  to  the  respondent's  contention.  The  cargo  brought 
alongside  on  this  day  was  rye  alone,  and  was  put  into  the  number  two  hold 
of  the  vessel,  forward,  at  the  request  of  the  appellant's  foreman.  The  load- 
ing continued  up  to  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day,  and  was  re-com- 
menced at  seven  o'clock  on  the  following  morning,  the  seventeenth. 

The  appellants  continued  loading  rye  into  this  forward  hold  until  two 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  when  they  were  stopped  by  the  captain,  the  safety 
of  the  ship  being  endangered  by  her  being  loaded  down  by  the  head.  He 
accordingly  refused  to  take  any  more  cargo  into  this  forward  hold,  and  the 
appellants  refused  to  put  the  rye,  which  was  the  only  grain,  that  they  had, 
into  any  other  of  the  holds  of  the  vessel,  as  they  wished  to  keep  them  for 
wheat  alone.  The  appellants  having  no  other  grain  ready,  the  loading  of  the 
vessel  was  stopped  until  eight  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  nineteenth,  when 
other  grain  came  alongside,  and  the  loading  was  continued  at  number  two 
and  three  holds ;  and  went  on  night  and  day  until  six  o'clock  on  the  mom- 
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ing  of  Sunday  the  twenty-first,  when  the  vessel  sailed  from  the  port  in  con- 
sequence  of  the  setting  in  of  the  ice. 

The  respondent  claimed  that  the  whole  of  the  eighteenth  and  half  of  the 
' ,'  seventeenth  were  thus  lost  by  the  failure  of  the  appellants  to  supply  grain  ; 
and  the  loading  of  the  vessel  was  thus  delayed  for  one  day  and  a-half,  besides 
the  first  day  already  mentioned.  The  respondent  also  claim  id  that  the  vessel 
was  not  loaded  at  any  time  as  fast  as  she  could  receive  cargo ;  and  had  she 
been  loaded  from  the  time  she  was  ready  to  take  in  cargo  as  fast  as  she 
could  have  received  it,  she  would  have  been  loaded  with  a  full  and  complete 
cargo  before  Eailing. 

When  the  vessel  left  she  was  two  hundred  and  fourteen  and  a-half  tons 
short  of  a  full  cargo.  The  respondent  therefore  claimed  two  and  a-half  days 
demurrage  at  forty  pounds  per  day  ;  and  the  i'reight  upon  two  hundred  and 
fourteen  and  a-half  tons  of  cargo,  at  the  same  rate  as  though  an  equal  quan- 
tity of  wheat  had  been  shipped,  namely  ;  at  the  rate  of  six  shillings  and  three 
pence  a  quarter,  amounting  in  all  to  the  said  sum  of  £313.0.0.  sterling. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada  allowed  the  dead  freight,  £313, 
rejecting  the  claim  for  demurrage. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
'  ments  of  the  courts  below,  that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  freighters  had 
not  proceeded  with  the  loading  with  the  despatch  required  by  the  charter 
party,  that  the  captain  was  justified  in  leaving  when  he  did,  and  that  respon- 
dent was  therefore  entitled  as  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  agreed  freight 
which  he  would  have  earned  upon  the  deficient  cargo. 

That  the  demiurrage  mentioned  in  the  charter  had  no  reference  to  the 
loading  of  the  ship,  but  to  the  lying  days  and  were  over  and  above  such 
days.  .  ^ 

Per  Ritchie  C J. — In  this  case  the  freighter  agreed  to  load  a  full  and 
complete  cargo,  and  therefore  he  must  have  known  that  if  he  failed  to  per- 
form his  agreement  he  would  be  liable  to  the  ship  owner  in  damages  nnder 
the  name  of  dead  freight,  which  damages,  however,  could  not  be  considered 
unliquidated,  because  by  the  express  terms  of  the  agreement  the  proper 
measure  of  the  ship  owner's  claim  is  to  be  the  amount  of  the  agreed  freight 
which  he  would  hkye  earned  upon  the  deficient  cargo.  Had  there  been  no 
stipulation  as  to  the  measure  of  damages,  the  ship  owner  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  reasonable  sum,  or  unliquidated  damage  {McLean  v.  Fleming, 
L.  R.  2  H.  L.  So.  128.)  .  In  thi<)  case  a  specific  sum  was  fixed  for  dead  freight 
in  these  terms,  "penalty  for  nonperformance  of  this  agreement  estimated 
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amount  of  freight."  If  therefore  the  ship  owner  was  in  fault  the  estimated 
amount  of  freight  on  cargo  she  might  have  received  but  for  this  default 
would  be  the  estimated  amount  of  freight  the  ship  would  have  earned  but 
for  such  default. 

ITie  facts  suflSciently  showed,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary,  that  the  port  warden's  certificate  was  sent  to  the  appellant's  office 
before  noon  of  the  15th  of  November,  and  therefore  the  loading  should  have 
commenced  on  that  day ;  but,  assuming  that  it  was  received  after  12  o'clock 
of  the  15th,  the  charterer  did  not  commence  loading  until  1  o'clock  p.m.  of 
the  16th.  There  was  ample  evidence  to  show  that  had  the  loading  been 
begun  when  and  continued  as  it  should  have  been^by  the  freighters  supply- 
ing the  cargo  as  required,  a  full  cargo  could  have  been  loaded  by  Friday,  the 
19th,  without  night  work,  and  she  did  not  in  fact  leave  until  Sunday,  the 
21st.  As  to  the  loss  of  time  from  2  o'clock  of  the  17th,  when  loading  was 
stopped  by  the  captain's  order,  up  to  8  a.m.  on  the  19th,  it  arose  entirely 
from  the  default  of  the  shippers.  The  captain  was  justified  in  refusing  to 
allow  any  more  grain  to  be  put  in  the  forward  hold,  and  the  shippers  should 
have  been  prepared  with  cargo  to  go  on  with  the  loading  in  a  proper  manner,) 
and  not  being  in  a  position,  or  willing,  to  do  so,  the  responsibility  for  the 
delay  must  rest  with  th.em.  The  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  and  ' 
costs  in  the  court  below,  except  the  costs  of  the  respondent's  cross  appeal, 

^.  which  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  because,  as  to  the  question  of  demur- 
rage the  ten  days  on  demurrage  mentioned  in  the  charter  party  clearly  refer 
to,  and  are  over  and  above,  the  lying  days,  which  are  the  running  days 
allowed  for  discharging  cargo,  commencing  from  the  time  of  the  ship's  being 
ready  to  deliver  cargo,  necessarily  at  the  port  of  destination,  and  have  no 
reference  to  the  loading  of  the  ship,  and  therefore  there  is  no  ground  what- 
ever for  any  claim  for  demurrage. 

i  The  evidence  clearly  shows  that  the  ship  was  entirely  justified  from  the 

state  of  the  wtather  in  leaving  at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances  she 

^'     did.    The  exercise  of  the  option  to  leave  without  a  full  cargo  did  not  absolve 

the  appellants  from  their  obligation  fiilly  to  load  the  ship,  for  their  failure 

to  do  so  ardse  from  their  own  laches. 

Foumier,  Henry,  Taschereau  and  Qw3mne  JJ.  also  gave  judgments  to 

the  same  effect. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

lord  F.  DaTidson.-Sth  March,  1886. 

Short-hand  Writer— Notes  of— Not  extended  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing, but  signed  by  him,  admissible  in  evidence. 
See  ELECTION  19. 

82 
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Sl&Il(l6r — Privileged  eommnnleiktlons— Public  officer. 

The  appellant,  D.,  having  been  appointed  Chief  Post  Office  Inspector  for 
^  Canada,  was  engaged,  under  directions  from  the  Postmaster  General,  in  mak- 
ing enquiries  into  certain  irregularities  which  had  been  discovered  at  the  St. 
John  poaC  office.  After  making  enquiries,  he  had  a  conversation  with  the 
respondent,  W.,  alone  i  .  a  room  in  the  post  office,  charging  him  with  abstract- 
ing missing  letters,  which  respondent  strongly  denied.  Thereupon  the 
Assistant  Postmaster  was  called  in, and  the  appellant  said :  ''I  have  charged 
Mr.  W.  with  abstracting  the  letters.  1  have  charged  Mr.  W.  with  the  abstrac- 
tions that  have  occurred  from  those  money  letters,  and  I  have  concluded  to 
suspend  him."  The  respondent,  having  brought  an  action  for  slander,  was 
allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the  conversation  between  himself  and  appellant. 
There  was  no  other  evidence  of  malice.  The  jury  found  that  appellant  was 
not  actuated  by  ill-feeling  toward  the  respondent  in  making  the  observation 
to  him,  but  found  that  he  was  so  actuated  in  the  communication  he  made  to 
the  As(iistant  Postmaster. 
'  *  Held,  on  appeal,  1.  That  the  appellant  was  in  the  due  discharge  of  his 
duty  and  acting  in  accordance  with  his  instructions,  and  that  the  words 
addressed  to  the  Assistant  Postmaster  were  privileged. 

2.  That  the  onus  lay  upon  respondent  to  prove  that  the  appellant  acted 
under  the  influence  of  malicious  feelings,  and  as  the  jury  found  that  the 
appellant  bad  not  been  actuated  by  ill-feeling,  the  respondent  was  not 
entitled  to  retain  his  verdict,  and  the  rule  for  a  non  suit  should  be  made 

-       absolute.  ;•  'v  -  '   "•  ■ 

Dewe  V.  Waterbory.-Tl,  143. 

2.   Damages,  in  action  of — Duty  of  Appellate  Coui-t. 

See  JURISDICTION  5. 

"    LIBEL.  ■■''■         ■ 

Solicitor  and  Client — Purchase  of  land  by  Solicitor. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  5.  , 

2.    NeKllKcnce— Omission  to  Include  property    In    mortgage— Omission   to 
register— liBches  by  client— Evidence. 

C,  a  member  of  defendalnt's  firm  of  solicitors,  was  employed  to  prepare 
a  mortgage  for  W.,  who  gave  instructions  partly  verbal  and  partly  written. 
Nearly  six  years  after  W.  brought  an  action  against  the  firm  for  neglecting 
to  register  the  mortgage,  and  shortly  before  the  trial  asked  to  be  allowed  to 
add  to  his  statement  of  claim  an  allegation  of  neglect  to  include  a  certain 
property  in  the  mortgai;e,  which  he  claimed  had  been  included  in  the 
instructions.  There  was  confficting  evidence  at  the  trial  as  to  the  instruc- 
tions, and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants,  which  judgment  was  sus- 
tained by  the  Divisional  Court  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
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On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  below,  that  as  the  plaintiff  had  delayed  so  long  in  [rose- 
cuting  his  claim  against  the  defendants,  and  the  judge  who  heard  the  case 
had  decided  against  him  on  the  evidence,  this  court  would  not  interfere 
with  that  judgment  aflBrmed  by  two  courts. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.' 

White  Y.  Currle.  22  C.  I.  J.  K.-November  16th,  1885. 
Special  Case — Further  evidence. 

»S'e«  EVIDENCE  1. 
Specific  Performance— Of  agreement  for  sale  of  lands. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  3, 10,  16.  *      .     ''''•' 

2.   Of  agreement  for  sale  of  patent. 

See  PATENT  OF  INVENTION  2.  -    • 

Stamps— On  bill«of  exchange — Plea  of  want  of 

See  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES  2,  6. 

Statutes. 

See  BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA  ACT,  1867. 
r^    ',  «    COMPANIES' ACT  1862  (IMP.) 

■■'   ,^  «    MERCHANTS'  SHIPPING  ACT  1854  (IMP.) 

'"'"■-      «    STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

«    STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
"    SUPREME  AND  EXCHEQUER  COURTS  ACTS. 
2.   As  to  effect  of  recital  in  private  act,  and  distinction  between  public 
and  private  acts. 

Corporation  of  the  City  of  Qnebec  v.  Qoebec  Central  By.  Co.— x,  563. 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

See  MORTGAGE  8. 
"    SALE  OF  LANDS  7, 10. 
«    BOUNDARY  2. 
"    SALE  OF  GOODS  10. 

Statute  of  Limitations. 

See  LIMITATIONS 
«    POSSESSION. 
Stenographer — N"ote8  of  received  in  evidence  when  signed  by  him. 
ELECTION  19. 

Stoppage  in  transitu — ooods  m  bond. 

The  appellants,  merchants  in  New  York,  sold  to  E.  B.  &  Co.,  at  Toronto, 
2.'>0  barrels  of  currants  on  credit,  and  consigned  the  same  in  bond.  A  bill 
of  lading  thereof  was  duly  received  by  E.  B,  &  Co.,  who  paid  the  freight 

32J 
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thereon  and  gave  their  acceptance  for  the  price  of  the  said  goods,  as  well  as 
for  the  cartage  and  American  bonding  charges.  The  goods,  on  arrival,  were 
entered  and  bonded  in  the  consignees'  name,  and  placed  in  one  of  the 
customs  bonde<l  warehouses  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  duties.  E.  B.  & 
Co.  sold  and  delivered  160  barrels,  and  the  remaining  100  barrels  were  bonded 
under  31  Vic.  ch.  6,  D.,  in  a  portion  of  B.  B.  &  Co.'s  warehouse,  partitioned 
oft' and  used  by  the  customs  authorities.  Before  the  acceptances  matured, 
and  while  a  portion  of  the  goods  remained  in  bond,  E.  B.  &  Co.  became  insol- 
vent. 

Held,  affirming  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal,  Ontario,  that 
the  transiius  was  at  an  end,  and  that  the  appellants  had  lost  the  right  to 
stop  the  goods  remaining  in  bond. 

Howell  V.  Alport,  12  U.  C.  C.  P.  375,  and  Oraham  v.  Smith,  27  U.  C.  C. 

P.  1  overruled. 

Wiley  V.  Smlth.-II,  1. 

StrOamS — b.  S.  O.  ch.  us  sec.  1,  constmctlon  of— Non>lloatable  streains- 
Prlvnte  property. 

By  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  Ontario  the  respondents  were 
restrained  from  driving  logs  through,  or  otherwise  interfering  with  a  certain 
stream,  where  it  passed  through  the  lands  of  the  appellant,  and  which  por- 
tion of  said  stream  was  artificially  unproved  by  him  so  as  to  float  saw  logs, 
but  was  found  by  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  not  to  have  been  navigable 
or  floatable  for  saw  logs  or  other  timber,  rafts  and  crafts,  when  in  a  state  of 
nature.  The  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  this  decree,  on  the  ground  that  C.  S. 
U.  C.  ch.  48  sec.  15,  re-enacted  by  K.  S.  O.  ch.  115  sec.  1,  made  all  streams, 
whether  naturally  or  artificially  floatable,  public  waterways. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  restoring  the 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  the  learned  Vice-Chancellor  who  tried 
the  case,  having  determined  that  upon  the  evidence  adduced  before  him, 
the  stream  at  the  locus  in  quo,  when  a  state  of  nature,  was  not  floatable 
without  the  aid  of  artificial  improvements,  and  such  finding  being  supported 
by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  the  appellant  had,  at  common  law,  the  exclusive 
right  to  use  his  property  as  he  pleased,  and  to  prevent  respondents  from 
using  as  a  highway  the  stream  in  question  where  it  flowed  through  appel- 
lant's private  property. 

Held,  also  (approving  of  BoaU  v.  Dickson  13  U.  C  C.  P.  337,)  that  i-he 
C.  S.  U.  C.  ch.  48  sec.  15,  re-enacted  by  the  R.  S.  0.  ch.  115  sec.  1,  which 
enacts  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  all  persons  to  float  saw  logs  and  other 
timber,  rafts  and  crafts  down  all  streams  in  Upper  Canada,  during  the  spring, 
sununer  and  autumn  freshets,  etc.,  extends  only  to  such  streams  as  would, 


501 

Streams— Continued. 

in  their  natural  state,  without  improvements,  during  freshets,  permit  saw 
logs,  timber,  etc.,  to  be  floated  down  them,  and  that  the  portions  of  the 
stream  in  question,  where  it  passes  through  tho  appellant's  land,  were  not 
within  the  said  statute. 

[The  Privy  Council  have  since  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
and  restored  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  9  App.  Cases  392.] 

Mclaren  r.  Caldwell.-viil,  435. 

Streets — Of  city  of  Halifax,  duty  of  coi'poration  to  keep  in  repair. 
See  CORPORATIONS  18. 

2.  Of  city  of  Quebec — Authority  to  North  Shore  Eailway  Company  to 
use — Non-liability  of  corporation. 

See  CORPORATIONS  21. 

3.  Of  town  of  Portland,  N.B. — Liability  for  defect  in  sidewalk. 

5^ee  CORPORATIONS  23« 
Substitution — Eight  of  substitutes  when  substitution  open,  to  attack 
deed  given  for  insufficient  consideration. 

See  DEED  3. 
2.   Action  by  substitute  against  institute  for  detaching  property. 

Scf^WILLlO. 


3. 


SalMtitntlon,  carator  to— KlghtB  of  action— Intervention  by  a  plnlntifT 
In  another  capacity  wtaen  irrevnlar— Art.  1S4  €.  C.  P. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  bolow,  that  a  curator  to  a 
substitution  has  no  right  of  action  to  recover  from  a  curator  in  whose  stead 
he  has  been  appointed  any  monies  due  by  the  latter  and  belonging  to  insti- 
tutes. 

Also,  that  an  assignee  of  the  institutes  has  no  right  to  intervene  in  an 
action  brought  by  said  assignee  in  his  capacity  of  curator  to  the  substitution, 
and  in  which  no  final  judgment  could  have  been  obtained  which  could  impair 
the  legal  rights  of  the  institutes. 

Semble, An  intervention  filed  when  the  action  has  been  heard  on  the 

merits  and  the  case  is  en  delih&r6  is  irregular. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Dorion  T.  Dorion.— 8th  March,  1886, 

Succession — ^Acceptance  of  an  insolvent  ■nccosslon— When  obtained  by 
I'rand-Notary,  dnty  of-Arts.  646,  65©  O.  C,  P.  ^.-Appeal. 

A.,  who  had  a  claim  against  the  insolvent  estate  of  Dr.  B.,  purchased  a 
right  of  redemption  Dr.  B.  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  a  certain  piece  of 
land ;  and  in  order  that  B.  et  al.  (the  respondents,  Dr.  B.'s  children),  who 
were  perfectly  solvent,  should  accept  the  succession  of  Dr.  B.,  A.  caused 
to  be  prepared  a  deed  of  assignment  by  a  notary  of  this  right  of  redemption 
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to  B.  et  oZ.,  who,  a  few  days  after  the  death  of  their  father,  ha<l  been  induced 
for  a  sum  of  |50  to  consent  to  exercise  this  right  of  redemption.  The  notary 
who  prepared  the  deed  without  the  knowledge  of  B.  et  al.,  returned  it  to  A., 
telling  him  that  he  did  not  like  to  receive  the  deed  because  he  believed  that 
in  signing  it  B.  et  al.  made  themselves  heirs  of  Dr.  B.,  and  besides  he  believed 
that  if  B.  et  al.  knew  that  in  signing  the  deed  they  accepted  the  succession 
of  their  father,  and  were  responsible  for  his  debts,  they  would  not  sign. 
Another  notary  residing  at  a  distance  was  sent  for  by  A.|  to  whom  he  gave' 
the  deed  as  prepared,  and  the  notary  then  went  to  the  residence  of  B.  et  al, 
read  the  deed  to  the  parties,  and  without  any  explanation  whatever  passed 
and  executed  the  deed  of  cession,  whereby  B.  et  al.  became  responsible  for 
the  debts  of  their  father.  On  being  informed  of  the  legal  effect  of  their  sig- 
nature, B.  et  al.  formally  renounced  to  the  succession  of  their  father.  There 
was  also  evidence  that  B.  et  al.  had  done  some  conservatory  acts  and  acts  of 
administration  for  their  mother,  but  it  was  not  proved  that  in  any  of  these 
transactions  they  had  taken  the  qualitv  of  heirs.  The  amount  in  dispute 
was  made  up  by  including  interest,  waich  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  was 
prescribed.  The  respondents  did  not  demur  to  this  part  of  the  demand,  nor 
was  any  separate  judgment  rendered  as  to  it. 
Held,  !•  That  the  case  .was  appealable. 

"'  "■        2.  That  the  acceptance  of  an  insolvent  succession  is  nullandof  no  effect 
when  it  is  the  result  of  deceit  and  corrupt  practices,  artifices  and  fraud. 

3.  That  as  A.  in  this  case  obtained  the  signatures  of  B.  et  al.  to  the  deed 
in  question  by  fraud,  the  latter  should  not  be  burthened  with  the  debts  of 
their  insolvent  father. 

4.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  a  notary  when  executing  a  deed  to  explain  to 
an  illiterate  grantor  the  legal  and  equitable  obb'gations  imposed  by  the  deed, 
and  consequent  on  its  execution.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

Ajotte  y.  Boucber-  lx»  460. 

2.    Moneys  deposited  in  bank  to  credit  oi^ — delation  of  creditor  and  debtor. 
See  BANKS  AND  BANi:iNG  4. 

Supreme  and  Exchequer  Courts  Acts— ss  ▼icch.ii-constraction 

of  sec.  17. 

The  court  of  last  resort  in  Prince  Edward  Island  is  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Judicature  in  that  province. 

Kelly  T.  SuliTan-l,  1. 

2.    Consti'uction  of — Sec.  It  "  sum  or  value  in  dispute." 
See  JURISDICTION  4. 
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3.     t'onntruetlon  or««c.  38.  , 

Uvld,  under  section  22  of  the  Supremo  and  Exchoquor  Court  Act,  no 
appeal  lies  from  the  judgment  of  a  court  grantin>;  a  new  trial,  on  tlio  ground 
that  the  verdict  was  against  tlio  weight  of  evidence,  that  being  a  matter  of 
disoretion.    [But  see  S.  C.  A.  A.  1880  sec.  4.] 

Boak  V.  The  Merchants*  Marine  Ins.  Co.-I,  111. 

4:>     Conatrnctlon  of  aec.  a«. 

f  Held,  that  the  court  proposed  to  be  appealed  from,  or  any  Judge  thereof, 

cannot,  under  section  26  of  the  Supreme  and  Exchequer  Court  Act,  allow  an 
appeal  when  judgment  had  been  signed,  entered  or  pronounced  previous  to 
the  eleventh  day  of  January,  1876. 

I  Taylor  T.  The  Queen.-i,  66. 

5.  €on«trncUonorftee.  3Y. 

By  38  Vic.  ch.  11,  sec.  38,  the  Supreme  Court  being  authorized,  in  its 
discretion,  to  order  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  the  decision  in 
this  case  will  not  necessarily  prevent  the  majority  of  the  court  from  order- 
ing the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal  in  other  cases  where  there  is  an 
equal  division  of  opinion  amongst  the  judges. 

[But  see  Practice  29.]  ,  ' 

The  I.  d;  I.  £  Globe  Insurance  Co.  ?.  Wyld.— i,  605. 

6.  ConMrnctlonofsecM.  SSnnd  49. 

Held,  that  since  the  passing  of  32  and  33  Vic.  ch.  29,  sec.  80,  repealing 
so  much  of  ch.  77  of  Cons.  Stat.  L.  C.  as  would  authorize  any  court  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  to  order  or  grant  a  new  trial  in  any  criminal  case ;  and 
of  32  &  33  Vic.  ch.  36,  repealing  sec.  63  of  ch.  77  Cons.  Stat.  L.  C,  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench"  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  has  no  power  to  grant  anew 
trial,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  exercising  the  ordinary  appel- 
late powers  of  the  court,  under  sees.  38  and  49  of  38  Vic.  ch.  11,  should  give 
the  judgment  which  the  court  whose  judgment  is  appealed  from  ought  to 
have  given,  viz. ;  to  reverse  the  judgment  which  has  been  given,  and  order 

prisoner's  discharge. 

lalibertd  ?.  The  Qneen.— 1,  in. 

See  ELECTION  10, 13. 

«    HABEAS  CORPUS. 
«    INSOLVENCY  3. 

«    JURISDICTION  7,  8,  9, 11, 13, 17,  22,  23,  31,  36,  40. 
«    NEWTRUL4. 
"    LICENSE  7. 
«    PRACTICE.  41. 

Suretjrship — Contract  of  with  firm — ^Death  of  partnei' — ^Liability  of 
Surety  after. 

See  PARTNERSHIP  6. 


Ssmod — ^By-law  of— Alteration  of  application  of  Commutation  Fimd. 

See  COMMUTATIOJJ  FUND. 
Tax — On  transient  merchants,  traders,  &c. 

See  LICENSE. 

2.  Upon  filings  in  court— 43  &  44  Vic.  ch.  9  soc.  9  (Q.)- 

See  LEGISLATURE  7. 

3.  Non-liability  of  Ci'own  for. 

See  ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES  12.  ""■'■' 

«  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  21. 

Telegraph  Company — ^Liability  of  for  message. 

See  LIBEL.  ; 

2.   Erection  of  line — Eight  to  cut  ti-ees.  '     , 

See  TRESPASS  7. 

Tenants  in  Common — Nonjoinder  or  tenants  in  common  as  plaintiffs 
In  action  for  nse  and  occnpation— mesne  profits. 

C.  0.  H.  and  J.  E.  H.  were  tenants  in  common  of  certain  property  under 
■  the  will  of  their  father,  T.  H.,  and  each  occupied  a  portion  of  such  property. 
On  the  30th  December,  1868,  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  interest  of  C.  0.  H. 
at  sheriff's  sale.  C.  0.  H.  died  on  the  7th  March,  1870,  and  his  widow,  the 
defendant,  with  the  assent  of  J.  E.  H.,  remained  in  possession  of  the  portion 
of  the  property  which  had  been  in  the  possession  of  C.  0.  H.  As  the  result 
ofproceedmgs  for  partition  carried  on  against  the  heirs  of  T.  H.,  and  to 
,  which  the  defendant  was  no  party,  the  portion  so  occupied  by  the  defend- 
ant was,  on  the  12th  August,  1873,  alloted  to  the  plaintiff  as  sole  owner.  Se 
thereupon  brought  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  adding  a  count  in  tres- 
pass for  the  mesne  profits  since  the  death  of  C.  0.  H. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  made  absolute  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
*  -  non-suit,  Leing  of  opinion  that  no  action  would  lie  for  use  and  occupation, 
the  widow  occupying  adversely ;  that  no  action  would  lie  for  mesne  profits 
as  there  had  been  no  previous  recovery  in  ejectment  by  plaintiff,  and  that 
.even  if  a  contract  had  been  proved  to  suatair.  use  and  occupation,  the  non- 
joinder of  J.  E.  H.,  as  a  plaintiff,  was  fatal  to  the  action  as  brought.  (See  2 
Russ.  &  Ches.  229.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  1.  An  action  of  trespass  for 
mesne  profits  is  consequential  to  the  recovery  in  ejectment. 

2.  Even  if  such  an  action  would  lie  under  some  circumstances  without 
lyectment  brought,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  without  satisfactory  evi- 
dence of  actua\  entry  and  possession. 

3.  After  entry  there  is  a  relation  back  to  the  actual  title  as  against  a 
wrong-doer,  and  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  trespass  prior  to  such 
entry. 
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But  in  this  caae,  besides  a  deficiency  of  evidence  of  entry,  there  was 
some  evidence  that  the  defendant  remained  in  possession  subsequent  to  the 
12th  August,  1873,  the  day  the  pJaintifiPg  title  accrued,  with  the  assent  of- 
the  plaintiff.    Strong  J.  dubUante. 

4-  In  any  event  the  action  for  mesne  profits  would  not  lie,  the  defend- 
ant having  been  previous  to  the  12th  August,  1873,  in  possession  with  the 
consent  of  J.  E.  H.,  the  co-tenant  in  common,  and  being,  therefore,  entitled 
to  a  notice  to  quit,  or  demand  of  possession,  before  her  possession  could  be 
considered  tortious. 

lecaln  t.  Hosterman.— 28th  Janaary,  1878. 

Tenant  for  Life— Insurable  interest  of. 

See  INSURANCE,  FIRE  14. 
2.   Possession  of  tenant  of— Statute  of  Limitations  as  respects  remainder- 
man. 

See  POSSESSION  9. 

Tenancy  at  \w  ill— statute    or   I.lmltatlons— Posttesslon  as   caretaker- 
FlndtuK  of  the  Jndgre  »t  the  trial. 

The  plaintiff's  father,  who  lived  in  the  township  of  T.,  owned  a  block  of 
400  acres  of  land,  consisting  respectively  of  lots  1  in  the  13th  and  14th  con- 
cessions of  the  township  of  W.  The  father  had  allowed  the  plaintiff  to 
occupy  100  acres  of  the  40D  acres,  and  he  was  to  lock  after  the  whole  and  to 
pay  the  taxes  upon  them,  to  take  what  timber  he  required  for  his  own  use, 
or  to  help  him  to  pay  the  taxes,  but  not  to  give  any  timber  to  any  one  else, 
or  allow  any  one  else  to  take  it.  He  settled  in  1849  upon  the  south  half  of 
lot  1  in  the  1 3th  concession.  Having  got  a  deed  for  the  same  in  November, 
1864,  he  sold  these  100  acres  to  one  M.  K.  In  December  following  he  moved 
to  the  north  half  of  this  lot  No.  1,  and  he  remained  there  ever  since.  The 
father  died  in  January,  1877,  devising  the  north  half  of  the  north  half,  the 
land  in  dispute,  to  the  defendant,  and  the  south  half  of  the  north  half  to  the 
plaintiff  The  defendant,  claiming  the  north  50  acres  of  the  lot  by  the 
father's  will,  entered  upon  it,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  brought  trespass, 
claiming  title  thereto  by  possession.  The  learned  judge  at  the  trial  found 
that  the  plaintiff  entered  into  possession  and  so  continued  merely  as  his 
father's  caretaker  and  agett,  and  he  entered  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
There  was  evidence  that  within  the  last  seven  years,  before  the  trial,  the 
defendant  as  agent  for  the  father  was  sent  up  to  remove  plaintiff  off  the 
land,  because  he  had  allowed  timber  to  be  taken  off  the  land,  and  that 
plaintiff  undertook  to  cut  no  more  and  to  pay  the  taxes  and  to  give  up  pos- 
session whenever  required  to  do  so  by  his  father. 
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Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  that 
the  evidence  established  the  creation  of  a  new  tenancy  at  will  within  ten 
years. 

Per  Gwynne  J That  there  was  also  abundant  evidence  from  which  the 

judge  at  the  trial  might  fairly  conclude,  as  he  did,  that  the  relationship  of 

servant,  agent,  or  caretaker,  in  virtue  of  which  the  respondent  first  acquired 

the  possession,  continued  throughout. 

Brao  T.  Ryan.— T,  3S7. 
Tender— Plea  of— Effect  of. 

See  SALE  OF  GOODS  12. 

Timber — Sale  of— Agreement  for. 

See  AGREEMENT  1,  4. 

2.  License  to  cut.  . 

See  NEW  TRIAL  3. 

3.  Crown  regulations  as  to  payment  of  dues  on.  ,. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  18.  *  , 

4.  Advances  to  get  out — ^Lien  for.  i  v- 

See  LIEN  2. 

5.  Proceeds  of  sale  of  Timber— Right  to  apply  to  re-pay  advances -Account. 

The  declaration  of  the  appellant,  plaintiff  in  the  court  of  original  juris- 
diction, set  out,  that  at  Quebec,  on  the  14th  of  June,  1877,  he  was  the  owner 
and  in  possession  of  a  raft  of  white  pine  timber,  containing  about  156,000 
feet,  and  valued  at  $30,000.  That,  being  m  want  of  money,  he  then  applied 
to  the  defendant  Rosa  for  a  loan  of  $3,000,  which  he  obtained  on  transferring 
to  the  defendant,  as  security,  the  raft  in  question.  That  the  defendant  had 
since  disposed  of  the  timber,  but  never  accounted  to  him  for  the  proceeds. 
The  plaintiff,  admitting  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  re-pay  himself  out 
of  the  funds  in  his  ban.  o,  an  advance  of  $3,000,  and  all  expenses  necessarily 
incurred  by  him  in  connection  with  the  custody  and  sale  of  the  raft,  prayed 
that  he  be  condemned  to  render  an  account,  or,  in  default,  to  pay  $30,000, 
the  alleged  value. 

The  defendant,  while  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  timber,  pleaded, 
amongst  other  things,  that  it  was  received,  not  from  the  plaintiff  Doran, 
but  from  one  William  Bannenuan,  whose  property  it  was,  under  whose 
instructions  he  had  disposed  of  it,  and  to  whom  be  had,  long  before  suit 
brought,  duly  accounted  for  its  disposal. 

As  the  case  turned  exclusively  on  the  view  to  be  taken  of  the  evidence 
respecting  the  nature  of  the  transactions  between  Ross,  Bannerman  and 
Doran,  and  the  facts  are  somewhat  complicated,  it  is  considered  unneces- 
sary to  set  them  out  at  length. 


50*7 
Timber— Contiiiuod.     . 

The  Superior  Court  (Meredith  C.J.),  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  the  account  for  which  he  asked,  the  dealings  of  defendant  having 
been  with  Bannerman,  to  whom  alone  the  defendant  was  accountable,  and 
Doran  having  no  real  interest  when  his  action  was  brought. 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  CJourt  of  Queen's  Bench  for  I  ower 
Canada,  and  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  Held  that  it 
should  be  affirmed  by  the  latter  court.    Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Eoran  t.  Ross.— 23rd  June,  1884. 

Timber  License— inJnnction-41  vie.  ch.  14  (P.  a.)-8ale  by  commia« 
sioner  of  Crown  lands  of  lands  subject  to  current  timber  licenses, 
efTect  of -Licensee's  rlgrbts. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Quebec  Act,  41  Vic.  ch.  14,  the  D.  of  C.  L.  &  C. 
Co.,  in  November,  1881,  alleging  themselves  to  be  proprietors  and  in  pos- 
session of  a  number  of  lots  in  the  township  of  Whitton,  P.  Q.,  obtained  an 
ex  parte  injunction,  restraining  G.  B.  H.  et  al.  from  further  prosecuting  lum- 
bering  operations  which  they  had  begun  on  these  lots.  G.  B.  H.  et  al.  were 
cutting  in  virtue  of  a  license  from  the  government,  dated  3rd  May,  1881, 
which  was  a  renewal  of  a  former  license.  By  a  report  of  the  executive  coim- 
oil  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  dated  1st  April,  IhSl,  and  approved  of  by  the 
Lieutenant-Governor  in  council  on  the  7th  of  the  same  month,  the  commis- 
sioner of  Crown  lands  was  authorized  to  sell  to  the  company  the  lands  in 
question,  and  the  company  deposited  $13^000  to  the  credit  of  the  depart- 
ment, to  be  applied  on  account  of  the  intended  purchase.  On  the  9th 
of  May  the  company  gave  out  a  contract  for  the  clearing  of  a  portion  of  the 
land,  and  on  19th  July,  1881,  the  commissioner  executed  a  deed  of  sale  in 
favor  of  the  company,  subject,  amongst  other  conditions,  "  to  the  current 
licenses  to  cut  tim'jer  on  the  lota."  Upon  the  writ  being  returned,  the 
injunction  was  suspended.  G.  B.  H.  et  al.  answered  the  petition,  and  the 
Superior  Court  dissolved  the  injui.ction.  On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  this  judgment  was  reversed  and  the  injunction  applied  for  made 
perpetual. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  (Henry  and  Gwynne 
JJ.  dissenting),  that  D.  of  C.  L.  &  C.  Co.  had  not  acquired  any  valid  title  to 
the  lands  in  question  prior  to  the  19th  July,  1881,  and  that  by  the  instrument 
of  that  date  their  rights  were  subordinated  to  all  current  licenses,  and  G.  B. 
H.  et  al.  having  established  their  right  to  possess  said  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  their  lumber  operations  under  a  license  from  the  Crown, 
dated  3rd  May,  1881,  the  injimction  granted  ex  parte  to  the  D.  of  C.  L.  &  C. 
Co.,  in  November,  1881,  under  the  provisions  41  Vic.  ^h.  14  (P.Q.),  had  been 
properly  dissolved  by  the  Superior  C!ourt. 

Hall  T,  Dom.  of  Canada  Land  and  Colonization  Company.— Till,  631. 
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2>  Permits  to  cut  timber  (Hffaii.)— Rlglita  of  taoldors  of— Dominion  liands  Act, 
1870,  sec.  52. 

On  the  2l8t  November,  188],  Sinnott  et  al.  obtained  a  permit  from  the 
Crown  Timber  Agent,  Manitoba :  "  to  cut,  take  and  have  for  their  own  use 
from  that  part  of  Sange  10  E,  that  extends  five  miles  north  and  five  miles 
south  of  the  Canadian  Esilway  track,  the  following  quantities  of  timber, 
2,000  cords  of  wood  and  25,000  ties,  permit  to  expire  on  1st  May,  1882."  A 
similar  permit  was  granted  to  Sinnott  et  al.  on  the  10th  February,  1882,  to 
cut  25,000  ties.  In  February,  1882,  under  leave  granted  by  an  order  in 
council  of  27th  October,  1881,  Scoble  ei  al.  cut  timber  for  the  purposes  of 
the  construction  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  from  the  lands  covered  by 
the  permit  of  21st  November,  1881.  Sinnott  ei  al.  by  their  bill  of  complaint, 
claimed  to  be  entitled  by  their  "permit"  to  the  sole  right  of  cutting  timber 
on  said  lands  until  the  1st  of  May,  1882,  and  prayed  that  the  defendants 
Scoble  et  al.  might  be  restrained  by  injimction  from  cutting  timber  on  said 
lands,  and  might  be  ordered  to  account  for  the  value  of  the  timber  cut. 
Scoble  et  al.  justified  their  acts  under  the  order  in  council  of  the  27th 
October,  1881,  and  denied  the  exclusive  possession  or  title  to  the  lands  or 
standing  timber. 

-;?:•;  The  plaintiffs  applied  ex  parte  for,  and  obtained,  an  interim  injunction 
against  the  defendants.  At  the  hearing  MUler  J.  made  the  injunction  per- 
petual, and  ordered  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  damages  caused  plaintiffs 
by  the  cutting  of  the  timber  by  defendants.  On  re-hearing,  this  decree  was 
reversed  and  a  decree  was  made  in  effect  dismissing,  the  plaintiff's  bill  with 
costs  and  directing  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  damage  sustained  by  reason 

■       of  the  interim  iryunction. 

-?'  Heidi  that  the  decree  made  on  re  hearing  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

of  Manitoba  should  be  afiSrmed,  that  the  permit  in  question  did  not  come 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Dominion  Lands  Act  of  1879  and  did  not  vest  in 
the  plaintiffs  any  estate,  right  or  title  in  the  tract  of  land  upon  which  they  were 
permitted  to  cut,  nor  did  it  deprive  the  government  from  giving  like  licenses, 
or  others  of  equal  authority,  to  other  persons,  as  lo6g  as  there  was  sufficient 
timber  to  satbfy  the  requirements  of  the  plaintiffs'  licenses. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  ccsts. 

Sinnott  V.  Scoble.    20  0.  L.J.  260;  4  C.  L.  T.  376.-a3rd  June,  1884. 

3.  License  granted  by  Old  Province  of   Canada — Dispute  with    Now 
Brunswick — Petition  of  Eight  against  Dominion  by  Licensee. 
See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  20. 

Timber  Limits— Sale  of. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  1. 


Timber  Limits— Continued. 

2.  Bonus  on  transfer  of,  payable  by  purchaser  when  agreement  silent. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  9. 
Title — Completion  of— Specific  pei-formance. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  4. 
2.    Under  decree — Confirmed  by  statute  E.S.N.S.  4th  series  ch.  36  sec  47. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  17. 
Tort— Petition  of  right  will  not  lie  for. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  1, 10, 11,  1 5. 
Towage — Contract  of 

See  SHIPS  AND  SH IPPING  5. 
2.    "  "Vessel  to  go  out  in  tow  " — Insurance. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  1. 

Trade  and  Commerce. 

See  PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  5. 
Trade  Mark—  mrringement— Injnnctlon. 

B.  et  al.  manufactured  and  sold  cakes  of  sbap,  having  stamped  thereon 
a  registered  trade  mark,  described  as  foUojvs  :  A  horse's  head,  above  which 
were  the  yrords  "  The  Imperial ;"  the  words  "  Trade  Mark,"  one  on  each  side 
thereof  J  and  underneath  it  the  words  "Laundry  Bar."  "J.  Barsalou  &  Co., 
Montreal,"  was  stamped  on  the  reverse  side.  D.  et  al.  manufactured  cakes 
of  soap  similar  in  shape  and  general  appearance  to  those  of  B.  et  al.,  having 
stamped  thereon  an  imperfect  unicorn's  head,  being  a  horse's  head,  with  a 
stroke  on  the  forehead  to  represent  a  horn.  The  words  "  Very  Best "  were 
stamped,  one  on  each  side  of  the  head,  and  the  words  "  A.  Bonin,  145  St. 
Dominique  St."  and  "Laundry  "  over  and  under  the  head.  At  the  trial  the 
evidence  was  contradictory,  but  it  was  shown  that  the  appellant's  soap  was 
known,  asked  for  and  purchased  by  a  great  number  of  illiterate  persons  as 
the  "  horse's  head  soap." 

Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
(appeal  side)  and  restoring  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  that  there 
was  such  an  imitation  of  B.  et  al.'s  trade  mark  as  to  mislead  the  public,  and 
that  they  were  therefore  entitled  to  damages,  and  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  D.  et  al.  from  using  the  device  adopted  by  them. 

Barsalou  v.  Darling.— Ix,  677. 

2.    Action  for  InfrlnKement  of,  and  for  injunction— No  resemblance  likely  to 
deceive  ordinary  purchasers— 42  Vic.  cb.  22,  sec.  4. 

The  appellant,  a  resident  of  the  United  States,  manufactured  a  stove 
polish  put  up  in  small  oblong  cubical  blocks,  encased  in  a  wrapper  of  red 
paperj  on  which  was  printed  t.  vignette  or  picture  of  an  orb  rising  above  a 
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body  of  water,  and  across  the  picture  wore  the  words  "  The  Hising  Sun  Stovd 
polish."  This  comprised  the  appellant's  trade  mark,  a  ^d  the  same  was  duly 
registered  in  the  United  States  Patent  OflBce,  on  or  about  the  8th  July,  1870, 
and  ever  since  that  time  the  appellant  used  in  the  United  States  and  in  cer- 
tain parts  of  Canada  the  trade  mark  in  the  form  described. 

On  the  20th  of  December,  1879,  the  appellant  registered  his  trade  mark 
with  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  of  Canada. 

About  the  22nd  October,  1876,  the  defendant  registered  a  trade  mark  for 
stove  polish,  called  by  him  "  The  Sunbeam  Stove  Polish,"  without  any  cut  or 
device  resembling  sunbeams  or  rays. 

Afterwards,  about  the  year  1877,  the  defendant  put  an  indication  of  sun- 
.   beams  upon  his  labels  and  upon  his  boxes  containing  packages  of  his  stove 
polish. 

This  placing  the  device  of  sunbeams  upon  the  packages  was  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  complaint  in  the  present  action. 

The  action  was  brought  for  the  purp-..  of  recovering  damages  from  the 
defendant,  ard  for  an  injunction  restraining  him  from  placing  the  said  device 
of  sunbeams  upon  his  stove  polish. 

The  defence  iyled  by  the  defendant  in  the  Superior  Court  amounted  to 
a  denial  that  he  took  any  portion  of  the  appellant's  trade  mark  as  a  device 
upon  his  packages  of  stove  polish. 

It  was  not  pretended  by  the  appellant  that  the  packages  in  which  the 
*  stove  polish  was  put  by  the  original  defendant,  resembled  those  in  which 
the  appellant's  stove  polish  was  put  up,  but  it  was  urged  that  the  appellant's 
stove  polish  was  known  throughout  Canada  and  the  United  States  as  "  The 
Eising  Sun  Stove  Polish;  "  that  persons  hearing  of  the  "  Rising  Sun  Stove 
Polish,"  and  enquiring  therefor,  could  be  deceived  into  taking  "The  Sunbeam 
Stove  Polish  "  in  lieu  thereof,  owing  to  the  imitation  of  part  of  the  device 
forming  a  portion  of  the  appellant's  trade  mark,  and  that  the  device  upon 
the  boxes  containing  the  original  defendant's  packages  of  stove  polish  was 
even  a  greater  infringement  of  the  appellant's  trade  mark  than  was  the 
device  upon  the  packages  themselves. 

The  Superior  Coin-t  for  Lower  Canada  (Johnson  J.)  dismissed  the  plain- 
tifi's  action  on  the  ground  that  he  failed  to  show  any  infringement  since  the 
date  of  the  registration  of  his  trade  mark,  the  20th  December,  1879,  and  that 
for  any  infringement  prior  to  that  date  he  was  prevented  from  recovering  by 
42  Vic.  oh.  22  sec.  4.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  concurred  in  dismissing 
the  action,  but  upon  the  merits. 

Oo  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  trade  mark  used  by  the  defend* 
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ant  did  not  resemble  that  of  the  plaintiff,  or  a  substantial  part  of  plaintiflPs, 
and  was  not  calculated  to  lead  a  purchaser  to  beiieye  that  the  goods  on 
which  it  was  placed  were  manufactured  by  plaintiff;  in  other  words,  to 
deceive  ordinary  purchasers  by  enabling  defendant  to  pass  his  goods  as  those 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Morse  V,  Hartln.~12th  Janaary,  1885. 

3.    Right  to  use  one's  own  name-QoodN  dealamated  by  one's  own  name  sold  to 
deceive  pnbllc. 

Gage  carried  on  partnership  with  appellant,  Beatty,  a  valuable  asset  of 
the  business  being  a  series  of  copy  books  designed  by  Beatty,  and  sold  under 
the  name  of  "Beatty's  Headline  Copy  Books."  Beatty  retired  from  the 
firm,  receiving  $20,000  for  his  share  in  the  business,  and  Gage  subsequently 
registered  as  a  trade  mark  the  word  "  Beatty  "  in  connection  with  the  copy 
books. 

After  the  dissolution,  Beatty,  under  an  agreement  with  the  Canada  Pub- 
lishing Co.,  prepared  a  series  of  copy  books  which  were  sold  under  the  name 
of  "Beatty's  New  and  Improved  Headline  Copy  Books,"  and  a  suit  was 
brought  by  Gage  to  restrain  the  appellants  from  selling  the  said  books. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  11  Ont.  App.  R. 
I  •  402,  Henry  and  Taschereau  JJ.  dissenting,  that  appellants  had  no  right  to 
sell  "  Beatty's  New  and  improved  Headline  Copy  Books,"  with  the  name 
"Beatty"  on  the  cover  in  such  a  position,  or  with  such  prominence  of  color 
or  form,  as  might  deceive  purchasers  into  the  belief  that  they  were  purchas- 
ing Gage's  books. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
Canada  FabllshlDg  Co.  et  al.  t.  Gage.  22  C.I.J.  16.-16tli  November,  1885. 

Trader — Transient — By-law  of  City  of  Quebec  imposing  license  fee  on. 

See  LICENSE  7. 
2.  Meaning  of,  under  Insolvent  Act,  1875. 

See  INSOLVENCY  4. 

Trading  Voyage. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  4. 
Treating — On  polling  day — Corrupt  practice. 

Sw  ELECTION  20. 
Trees — Eight  of  telegraph  company  to  cut. 

See  TRESPASS  7. 
Trespass — Eight  of  action  for,  to  wharf. 

<Sf«c  NUISANCE. 


612 

Trespass— Continued. 

2.  Action  against  speaker  and  members  of  Legislative  Assembly. 

See  LEGISLATURE  9. 

3.  Title  by  possession. 

See  LIMITATIONS  2. 

4.  By  individual  coi-poratoi-s. 

See  CORPORATIONS  7. 

O,     Reylstratlon— Notice— Bev.  Stats.  V,  S.«  4  mtrles,  eta.  79,  sees.  9  and  19. 

B.  (the  appellant)  brought  an  action  against  H.  (the  respondent)  for 
having  erected  a  brick  wall  over  and  upon  the  upper  part  of  the  south  wall 
or  cornice  of  appellant's  store,  pierced  holes,  &c.  H.  pleaded  inter  alia, 
special  leave  and  license,  and  that  he  had  done  so  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion paid  by  him,  and  an  equitable  re-joinder  alleging  that  plaintiff  and  those 
through  whom  he  claimed  had  notice  of  the  defendant's  title  to  this  ease- 
ment at  the  time  they  obtained  their  conveyances.  In  1859  one  C,  who 
then  owned  E's.  property,  granted  by  deed  to  H.  the  privilege  of  piercing 
the  south  wall,  carrying  his  stovepipe  into  thefl  les  and  erecting  a  wall  above 
the  south  wall  of  the  building  to  form  at  that  height  the  north  wall  of 
respondent's  building,  which  was  higher  than  R's.  B.  purchased  in  1872  the 
property  from  the  bank  of  Nova  Sqotia,  who  ^'ot  it  from  one  F.,  to  whom  C. 
had  conveyed  it— all  these  conveyances  being  for  valuable  consideration. 
The  deed  from  C.  to  H.  was  not  recorded  until  1871,  and  B's.  solicitor,  in 
searching  the  title,  did  not  search  under  C's.  name  after  the  registry  of  the 
deed  by  which  the  title  passed  out  of  C.  in  1862,  and  did  not  therefore 
observe  the  deed  creating  the  easement  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  There  was 
evidence,  when  attention  was  called  to  it,  that  respondent  had  no  separate 
wall,  and  the  northern  wall  above  appellant's  building  could  be  seen. 

Held,  that  the  continuance  of  illegal  burdens  on  B's.  property  since  the 
fee  had  been  acquired  by  him  were,  in  law,  freeh  and  distinct  trespasses 
'    against  him,  unless  he  was  bound  by  the  license  or  grant  of  C. 

2.  That  the  deed  creating  the  easement  was  an  instrument  requiring 
registration  under  the  provisions  of  the  Nova  Scotia  Begistration  Act,  4 
series,  Bev.  Stats.,  N.  S.,  ch.  79,  sees.  9  and  19,  and  was  defeated  by  the 

.  prior  registration  of  the  subsequent  purchaser's  conveyance  for  valuable 
consideration,  and  therefore  from  the  date  of  the  registration  of  the  convey- 
ance f^om  N.  to  F.,  that  the  deed  of  grant  to  H.  became  void  at  law  against 
F.  and  all  those  claiming  title  through  him. 

3.  That  to  defeat  a  registered  deed  there  must  be  actual  notice  or  fraud, 
and  there  was  no  actual  notice  given  to  B.  in  this  case,  such  as  to  disentitle 
him  to  insist  in  equity  on  his  legal  priority  acquired  under  the  statute. 
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PerGwynne  J.  dissenting. — That  upon  the  pleadings  as  they  stood  on  the 
record,  the  question  of  the  Registry  Act  did  not  arise,  and  that  as  the 
incumbrance  complained  of  had  been  legally  created  in  1859,  its  mere  con- 
tinuance did  not  constitute  a  trespass,  and  that  the  action  as  iramed  should 
not  be  sustained. 

,     ,        „„  ,.  Boss  V.  Hunter-Til.  881>. 

6.    Obetmction  m  harbor  of  Halifax. 

See  NAVIGATION  1. 

7*  Televraph  Company —erection  of  llne-Rlgrht  to  ent  trees— Company  bound 
to  allow  neeesslty— Si  Tie.  cb.  52  IneorporatlnK  Dominion  Tele^rrftpb  Co. 

The  Act  34  Vic.  ch.  52,  incorporating  the  Dominion  Telegraph  Co., 
declares  in  the  4th  section  that  the  company  may  enter  upon  lands  or  places, 
and  surrey,  set  off  and  take  such  parts  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  for  such 
line,  &c.,  and  in  case  of  disagreement  between  the  company  and  owners  of 
lands  so  taken,  or  in  respect  of  any  damage  done  to  the  same,  it  may  be 
settled  by  arbitration  in  the  mode  therein  described.    By  section  20  the 
company  are  authorized  and  empowered  to  enter  upon  the  lands  of  any 
person  or  persons,  and  surrey  and  take  levels,  and  to  set  out  and  ascertain 
such  parts  thereof  as  they  shall  think  necessary  and  proper  for  making  the 
said  intended  telegraph,  and  all  such  other  works,  matters  and  conveniences 
as  they  shall  think  proper  and  necessary  for  the  making,  efiocting,  preserv- 
ing, &c.,  the  said  telegraph,  ^d  to  build  and  set  upon  such  lands,  such 
station  houses  and  observatories,  watch  houses,  and  other  works,  &o.,  as 
and  where  the  said  company  shall  think  requisite  and  convenient,  Sec.    Pro- 
vided always,  that  the  said  company  shall  not  cut  down  or  mutilate  any  tree 
planted  or  left  standing  for  shade  or  ornament,  or  any  fruit  tree,  tmless  it 
be  necessary  so  to  do,  for  the  erection,  use  or  safety  of  any  of  its  lines. 

In  an  action  against  the  company  to  recover  damages  for  cutting  down 
ornamental  trees,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  the  trees  were  standing  by 
the  side  of  a  public  highway,  and  the  defendants  were  erecting  their  line  of 
telegraph  along  the  highway ;  and  because  the  trees  were  in  the  way  and 
obstructed  the  passage  of  the  Ime  of  telegraph,  and  because  they  deemed  it 
necessary  and  advisable  to  do  so,  they  committed  the  acts  complained  of  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  and  not  otherwise. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick,  Held,  1st.  That  the  arbitration 
clause  in  the  4th  section  did  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this,  where  the  com- 
plamt  was  that  the  defendants  had  wrongfully  destroyed  plaintiff's  trees ; 
2nd.  That  the  proviso  m  the  20th  section  imposed  on  the  defendants,  if  the 
ornamental  trees  should  obstruct  their  line  on  the  side  of  the  highway  where 
they  located  it,  the  burthen  of  showing  that  it  was  necessary  for  them  to 
take  it  on  th»t  side,  and  that  the  defendant's  pleas  were  bad  for  want  of  an 

88 


614 

Trespass — Continued. 

averment  that  it  was  necegsary  to  cut  the  trees,  not  merely  tlwt  they  deemed 
it  necessary.    (See  3  Pugs.  &  Bur.  553.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held«  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  should  be  affirmed. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Tlie  Dominion  Telegraph  Co.  t.  Gllchrlst.~15th  Febraary,  I8S1. 

8.    Action  of  against  sheriflf. 

See  CONTRACT  14. 

9*  TrcspmM  q.  e.  t.,  action  for— I.lmltntlonB,  Statute  of— Jadvnuent  entered 
for  defendant,  evidence  of— PlalntlflTH  title  to  locns  Insnfllclent,  and 
evidence  of  contlnnonn  posfseaalon  hj  defendant  anffldent. 

This  was  an  action  by  L.  P.  F.  for  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the 
plaintiff's  close,  described  as  certain  land  and  land  covered  with  water  in 

, ,.     Dartmouth,  being  and  forming  the  bed,  bank  and  waters  of  the  stream  leading 

,  ,  from  Durtmouth  first  Lake  and  falling  into  the  waters  of  Halifax  harbor, 
and  breaking  down  and  prostrating  the  fences  and  walls  of  plain tifif  there 
standing  upon  the  said  close.  The  case  was  tried  in  1873  before  a  jury,  who 
were  unable  to  agree  and  were  discharged  by  the  Judge  without  rendering  a 

g;  verdict.  No  further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  cause  until  November, 
1878,  when  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  in  insolvency  of  said  L.  P.  F.,  having 
intervened,  it  was  ordered,  by  consentf  of  parties,  that  a  verdict  should 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  minutes  of  the  evidence  taken 
on  the  said  trial  by  the  Judge,  and  that  the  cause  with  said  evidence  should 
,     be  remitted  to  the  full  court  in  banco  at  the  next  term  thereof,  who  should 

^f  have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact  as  a  jury  might  and  to  enter  judgment 
therein  for  either  party,  and,  in  case  of  said  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  being 
sustained,  the  court  should  have  power  to  fix  the  damages.  The  plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  the  locus  in  quo,  under  a  deed  from  the 
Inland  and  Biver  Navigation  Company,  executed  by  the  President  and 
Secretary  of  that  Company  to  said  L.  P.  F.  on  the  first  of  April,  1870. 
The  defendant  claimed  the  same  land  under  a  deed  from  the  executors  of 
James  Stanford,  as  land  to  which  Stanford  acquired  a  legal  title  by  an  exclu- 
*  sive  and  uninterrupted  possession,  commencing  as  far  back  as  1832,  and  con- 
tinuing up  to  the  time  of  his  death  in  1870. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  entered  judgment  for  the  defendant 
with  costs. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  afSrming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  shew  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  within  the  boundary  of  the  canal  property 
and  included  in  the  deed  to  L.  P.  F.,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  court  below 
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were  justified  in  coming  to  an  opposite  conclusion ;  and  further,  that  the 
court  below  were  quite  justified  in  coining  to  the  conclusion  that  if  the  pro- 
perty was  so  included  and  the  Company  ever  had  a  title  to  the  loeus,  there 
was  evidence  of  such  an  exclusive  and  continuous  possession  that  any  such 
right  or  title  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Orelghton  t.  Kuhn.-lSth  Hay,  1883. 

10>  TrespaM  q.  o.  f.— Manili  lands— PoMesslon— Aecretton— JuBtlflcAtlon  as 
CommiMloner  of  sewem  ander  B.  8.  N.  S.  eta.  40—"  New  work  "-Sanction 
of  proprietors . 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova 
Scotia,  on  the  23rd  day  of  June,  1881. 

The  land  upon  which  the  trespass  in  question  in  this  cause  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  is  a  salt  marsh  lying  outside  of  a  dyked  marsh,  in  the 
township  of  Falmouth,  and  between  the  dykes  and  the  river  Avon.    It  has 
been  formed  within  the  last  forty  years,  or  thereabouts,  by  an  accumulation 
of  mud  gathered  there  from  time  to  time,  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  and 
extends  southwardly  and  westwardly.     It  has  been  staked  off  for  many 
years  on  the  north-east,  designating  the  division  line  between  that  part  of  it 
claimed  and  used  for  cutting  grass  by  the  plaintiff,  on  one  side,  and  his 
neighbor  Church  on  the  other.     It  is  bounded  on  the  N.W.  by  the  running 
dyke ;  on  the  N.  E.  by  the  stakes  mentioned ;  and  on  all  the  other  portions 
of  it  by  the  Avon  river,  and  a  certain  creek  called  the  Windmill  Creek.  After 
the  mud  had  sufficiently  accumulated  grass  began  to  grow,  which  was  cut  by 
the  plaintiff's  brother,  George,  now  deceased,  for  years.    George  died  five 
years  before  the  trial,  which  took  place  in  May,  1882,  having  first  made  his 
will,  by  which  he  devised  to  the  plaintiff  all  his  landed  property  that  he  died 
possessed  of.    The  stakes  were  there  bince  about  1855  or  1856,  one  of  them 
being  a  solid,  permanent  one,  and  the  others,  if  carried  away,  being  replaced, 
from  time  to  time,  by  new  ones,  taking  the  solid  stake  as  a  guide.    The 
plaintiff  and  his  brother,  on  one  side  of  these  stakes,  and  Church  on  tlie  other, 
cut  the  grass  year  after  year,  or  allowed  others  to  do  so,  although  the  land 
does  not  appear  to  have  yielded  grass  worth  cutting  till  about  13  years  before, 
one  witness  said  17.    Since  that  time  the  plaintiff,  either  for  his  brother  or 
for  himself,  cut  and  took  away  the  grass  growing  there,  or  permitted  others 
to  do  so.    The  defendant,  who  was  commissioner  of  sewers,  and  acting  as 
such,  undertook  oo  cut  the  ditch  in  question  through  the  property  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  away  the  water  from  the  dyke,  alleging  that  the  means 
formerly  used  were  inadequate  for  that  purpose.    At  the  trial  defendant 
disclaimed  any  right  personally,  but  sought  to  justify  the  cutting  of  the  ditch 
as  commissioner  of  sewers,  claiming  that  the  work  came  within  the  first  part 

83^ 
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of  the  4th  aeotion  of  chapter  40,  Revised  Statutes,  N.S.,  which  authorizes  a 
commissioner  to  build  or  repair  dykes,  &o,,  and  that  it  was  not  new  work 
within  the  meaning  of  the  last  part  of  that  seotion,  which  says  that,  "  In  case 
of  the  commencement  of  new  work,  two-thirds,  in  interest,  of  the  proprietors 
of  the  land  shall  first  agree  thereta"  It  was  admitted  that  there  was  no 
such  agreement ;  and,  in  answer  to  a  question  submitted  to  the  jury  by  the 
learned  judge,  they  answered  that  the  work  was  new  work. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Smith  J.  and  a  verdict  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  taken  out  and  was  argued  before  the  Supreme 

Ck>urt  en  bane,  Maodonald  C.  J.,  McDonald,  Smith,  Weatherbe  and  Rigby  JJ. 

composing  the  court.    The  said  rule  was  discharged,  Weatherbe  J.  and 

,     Smith  J.  dissenting. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  there  was  evi- 
dence establishing  a  continuous  exclusive  possession  by  the  plaintiff,  for 
many  years,  quite  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  of  trespaas 
against  a  wrongdoer  who  interfered  with  that  possession.  <> 

The  question  of  "  new  work  "  was  purely  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
and  they  having  found  in  the  affirmative,  their  finding  should  not  be  reversed. 
The  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  this  Act  would  appear  to  be  to  empower 
the  commissioners  of  sewers  to  act  in  making  ordinary  repairs,  or  in  any 
,^.,  sudden  emergency,  without  consultation  with  or  the  consent  of  the  proprie- 
tors, but  that  these  proprietors  should  not  be  taxed  for  the  construction  of 
any  new  work  not  immediately  essential  to  the  preservation  or  interests  of 
common  property,  without  their  consent  to  such  work  being  first  obtained. 

As  the  defendant  enl  jred  upon  the  plaintiff's  property  to  perform  this 
work,  without  the  sanction  of  the  proprietors  first  obtained,  he  could  not 
^.,,      justify  the  trespass  under  his  commission. 
f^  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.    (Henry  J.  dissenting.) 

DaviHon  t  Bornliaiii.— 17th  Febraary,  1885. 

U.  Interim  Injunction  in — Order  quashing,  not  appealable. 
See  JURISDICTION  38. 

12.  Heasnremento  and  distances— Terdlct  set  aside  by  Court  below  on  review 
of  the  oTldenee— New  trial— Order  for  not  Interfered  wltb. 

Action  of  trespass  and  trover.  The  declaration  alleged  a  trespass  on 
certain  lands  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  had  also  a  ooimt  in  trover  and  a 
count  for  the  trespass  to  personal  property.  The  pleas  traversed  the  allega- 
tions of  trespass  and  conversion,  and  the  allegations  as  to  property  in  the 
plaintiff,  and  justified  by  title  in  some  of  the  defendants. 

The  place  of  beginning  in  the  plaintiff's  grant  was  identified  uid  the 
description  then  read  "  running  south  52  chains  to  a  large  pine  tree  marked 
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'J.  O./  and  then  weBt,"  See.  To  reach  the  loeut  the  line  should  be  extended 
about  50  chains  more.  To  that  increased  distance  the  surreyor's  line  on  the 
ground  extended,  but  there  wan  no  pine  tree  so  marked  either  at  the  dis- 
tance expressed  in  the  description,  or  at  the  end  of  the  surveyor's  line.  At 
the  latter  point,  however,  a  spruce  tree  wan  marked  "  H.  0."  and  "  J.  Q." 
The  plan  attached  to  the  grant  represented  the  lot  as  a  different  shape  from 
that  claimed,  and  the  area  expressed  in  the  grant  was  inconsistent  with 
plaintifiPs  contention. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Rigby  J.  and  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  found  for 
plaintifi'.  This  verdict  was  set  aside  by  the  court  en  bane,  McDonald  C.J.  and 
Weatherbe  and  Thompson  JJ.  holding  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  no  evid- 
ence of  title  to  the  locus,  and  Rigby  J.  holding  that  the  preponderance  of 
evidence  was  against  plaintiff's  contention.    (5  Russ.  &  Geld.  431.) 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  that  there  was  evid- 
ence for  the  jury  that  the  line  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  was  the  western  line 
of  his  grant.  The  case,  however,  was  not  so  clear  as  to  justify  the  court  in 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  come  to  on  a  review  of  the  evidence ; 
but  was  a  proper  case  for  further  consideration  on  a  new  trial.  (Henry  J. 
dissenting.) 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Gates  T.  DaTldsoii.-12th  May,  188S. 

13.  Water  lots  in  Toronto  harbour — Interference  with  use  of,  by  owner 
— ^Navigation — Easement — Crown  grant. 
See  NAVIGATION  4. 

14*  Tltle-Deelaratlon    of— Description— Boondsrlea'-Patent   improvldenUjr 
cranted. 

The  action  was  brought  for  certain  alleged  trespasses  charged  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  defendant  during  the  winters  of  1878-9, 187&-80,  and 
1880-1,  upon  land  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  part  of  lots  34  and  35  in  Con- 
cession 0,  in  the  Township)  of  Etobiooke,  m  the  County  of  York  and  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  to  be  his  property.  The  plaintiff  claimed  damages  for  the 
cutting  and  removal  of  timber,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  any  future 

trespass. 

The  entry  and  cutting  of  some  timber  were,  at  the  trial,  admitted  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  but  it  was  contended  as  alleged  in  his  statement  ot 
defence,  that  the  land  in  question  was  not  part  of  lots  34  and  35  in  Conces- 
sion C,  but  part  of  lots  34  and  35  in  Conceusion  B,  and  was  his  property. 

Both  parties  derived  their  title  under  one  Henry  John  Boulton,  who 
executed  a  mortgage  bearing  date  April  30th,  1856,  to  one  Samuel  Foster, 
comprising  among  other  lands  "  lots  numbers  thirty-four  and  thirty-five  in 
Conoesaion  B,  in  the  township  of  Btobicoke." 
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A  suit  in  chancery  was  brought  for  a  foreclosure  of  that  mortgage,  and 
,•    in  that  suit  a  final  order  was  made  March  1st,  1874,  for  the  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged lands,  and  under  it  lots  34  and  35  in  Concession  B,  in  the  Township  of 
> .    Etobicoke*  were  sold  to  one  James  Metcalfe. 

The  said  lots  were  conveyed  to  the  said  James  Metcalfe  in  pursuance  of 
'  luch  sale  by  the  administrator  and  the  sole  devisee  of  the  mortgagee  Foster, 
>     by  deed,  dated  April  10th,  1875. 

By  deed  dated  May  8th,  1875,  James  Metcalfe  conveyed  to  John  Black- 
•  well  lots  numbers  34  and  35  in  broken  front,  concession  B.  '.* 

By  deed  dated  July  14th,  1875,  the  said  John  Blackwell  conveyed  to 
the  defendant  lots  34  and  35  in  broken  front,  concession  B. 

By  deed  dated  October,  27th,  1857,  (after  the  mortgage  from  Boulton  to 
Foster),  Henry  John  Boulton,  the  mortgagor,  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  a 
parcel  of  land  containing  seven  acres  more  or  less,  composed  of  parts  of  lots 
nur  ibers  thirty-four  and  thirty-five  in  concession  B.,  in  the  said  township  of 
Etobicoke,  known  as  the  Ox-bow,  &c.,  describing  it  particularly  by  metes 
and  bounds.  This  parcel,  as  described  in  this  deed  by  metes  and  bounds, 
is  the  land  in  question  in  this  action. 

It  was  not  disputed  by  the  defendant  that  by  this  deed  the  plaintiff 
acquired  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  land  in  question  subject  to  the 
mortgage  from  Boulton  to  Foster,  but  he  contended  that  by  the  mortgage 
sale  under  the  decree  of  the  court,  the  title  passed  to  the  purchaser  free 
from  the  equity  as  being  a  part  of  lots  34  and  35  in  concession  B.,  the  whole 
of  which  lots  were  included  in  the  mortgage  and  sold  to  Metcalfe. 

The  plaintiff  on  the  other  hand  oontended  that  the  land  in  question, 

although  erroneously  described  in  the  deed  of  it  from  Boulton  to  him,  as 

forming  part  of  lots  34  and  35  iu  concession  B.,  really  formed  part  of  lots  34 

and  35  in  concession  C„  and  was  therefore  not  included  in  the  mortgage 

'    from  Boulton  to  Fostei. 

In  the  alternative  the  plaintiff  oontended  that  if  the  land  in  question 
did  not  form  part  of  concession  C,  it  formed  part  of  broken  front  parcels  of 
land  lying  in  front  of,  and  separate  from  lots  34  and  35  in  concession  B.,  and 
therefore  was  not  included  in  the  mortgage  from  Boulton  to  Foster,  which 
contains  no  mention  of  any  broken  front.  ''   , 

-i;     On  the  second  day  of  April,  1883,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
aotion,  the  Crown  granted  to  the  plaintiff  a  piece  of  land  said  to  contain 
3{f(s  acres,  and  being  the  north  end  of  the  Ox-bow  or  land  in  question, 
r^i'    describing  it  by  metes  and  bounds  as  being  lot  number  thirty-five  in  conces* 
?     sion  C.  of  the  township  of  Etobicoke. 

I 'I  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  evidence 

established  that  there  were  no  such  lots  as  34  and  35  in  concession  C ;  that 
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the  various  desoriptiona  in  the  patents  and  other  title  deeds  also  showed 

that  the  lands  in  dispute  formed  nar  .  of  lots  34  and  35  in  concession  B,  and 

therefore  the  description  in  the  mr  /tgage  from  Boulton  to  Foster  was  suflS- 

cient  to  include  such  ianf?._, .,..  '  .ue  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  declaration 

that  he  was  seized  in  fo"  c.  sucn  lands  ;  and  that  the  patent  issued  on  the 

20th  April,  1883,  was  void  as  having  been  improvidently  granted. 

Appeal  allovfed  with  costs. 

Johnson  t.  CroBson.-9th  April,  1886. 

xTOV'OT — Action  of,  afrslnst  sIieriflr-Tranafer  of  property  by  execution 
debtor— Misdirection  by  Jnry. 

In  an  action  of  trover  or  conversion  against  appellant,  high  sheriff  of 

the  County  of  Cumberland  N.  S.  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  conver- 

•    sion  by  the  appellant  of  certain  personal  property  found  in  the  possession  of 

the  execution  debtor,  but  claimed  by  the  respondent,  the  pleas  were  a  denial 

of  the  conversion,  no  property  in  plaintiff)  no  possession  or  right  of  posses- 

'  sion  in  plaintiff*,  and  justification  under  a  writ  of  execution  against  the  exe- 
cution debtor.  The  learned  judge  at  the  trial  told  the  jury  that  he  "  thought 
it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  have  gone  further  than  merely  pro- 
ducing  and  proving  his  execution,  and  that  if  a  transfer  had  taken  place  to 
the  plaintiff)  and  the  articles  taken  and  sold,  defendant  should  have  shown 
the  judgment  on  which  the  execution  issued  to  enable  him  to  justify  the 
taking  and  enable  him  to  sustain  his  defence." 
,  ■  Held,  that  the  sheriff"  was  entitled  under  his  pleas  to  have  it  left  to  the 

"  *    jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff"  had  shown  title  or  right  of  possession  to  the 
goods  in  question,  and  therefore" there  was  misdirection. 

McLean  t.  Hannon.— iii,  706. 

See  BELL  OF  LADING. 

'•-  «   CHATTEL  !i:or.T(TA  a  E. 

Trusts  and  Trustees— Agent  for  sale  of  lands — Obtaining  convey- 
ance from  pretended  purchaser. 
See  SALE  OF  LANDS  5. 

2.  Of  Quebec  Turnpike  Eoads. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  6. 
«   ROAJ). 

3.  Contract  by  ti'ustee  for  Crown. 

See  PETITION  OF  RIGHT  7. 

4.  Land  sold  for  joint  benefit. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  7. 

5.  Defendant  sued  as  trusted  of  church  property— Denial  of  quality  by. 

See  PETITORY  ACTION. 
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6.  Assignment  in  ti-ust — ^Legal  titie  of  trustee  as  against  equitable  title 
of  mortgagee  of  chattels — ^Priority. 

See  CHATTEL  MORTGAGE  3. 

7.  Charitable  trust — Grant  of  land  for  school. 

See  CHARITABLE  TRUST. 

8.  Commutation  Fund — Ey-law  of  Synod — Altering  disposition  of. 

See  COMMUTATION  FUND. 

8*    flluuws  held  in  tnut—Bank— Transfer  to,  as  security,  effect  of— Himda* 
tory  and  pledgee,  obllivatlons  of— Action  to  account— Arts.  175S,  9968,  C.C. 

(P.  <l.) 

S.  brought  an  action  against  the  Bank  of  Montreal  to  recover  the  value 

of  shares  in  the  Montreal  RolUng  Mills  Company,  transferred  to  the  bank, 
.  under  the  following  circumstances.  S.'s  money  was  originally  sent  out  from 
England  to  J.  R.,  at  Montreal,  to  be  invested  in  Canada  for  her.  J.  R.  sub- 
scribed for  a  certain  amount  of  stock  in  the  Montreal  Rolling  Mills  Company 
as  follows : — "  J.  Rose  in  trust,"  vnthout  naming  for  whom,  and  paid  for  it 
with  S.'s  money.  He  sent  over  the  certificates  of  stock  to  S.,  and  subse- 
quently paid  her  the  dividends  he  received  on  the  stock.  Becoming 
indebted  to  the  Bank  of  Montreal,  R.  transferred  to  the  manager  of  the 
bank  as  security  for  his  indebtedness,  some  350  shares  of  the  Montreal 
Rolling  Mills  Company,  and  the  transfer  showed  on  its  face  that  he  held 
these  shares  "in  trust."  The  Bank  of  Montreal  then  received  the  dividends, 
credited  them  to  J.  R.,  who  paid  them  to  S.  J.  R.  subsequently  became 
insolvent,  and  S.,  not  receiving  her  dividends,  sued  the  bank  for  an  account. 
.  .  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Strong  J.  dissenting, 

"'^  that  there  was  sufficient  notice  to  the  bank  that  J.  R.  was  acting  as  agent  or 
mandatory  of  S.,  and  the  bank  not  having  shewn  that  J.  R.  had  authority  to 
,c^  sell  or  pledge  the  said  stock,  S.  was  entitled  to  get  an  account  from  the  bank. 
Arts.  1755  and  2268 C.C. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 
[An  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  is  now  pending.] 
Sweeny  T.  Sank  of  Montreal.  SC.L.T.503;21C.L.J.355.-22,udJune,1885. 

10.  Purchase  by  Mortgagee  at  »ale — Eight  of  Mortgagor  to  redeem — 
Trustee  for  sale — Limitations — E.  S.  Ont.  ch.  108  sec.  19. 
See  MORTGAGE  16. 

Ultra  Vires. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  1, 
"    LEGISLATURE. 

"    MARITIME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO. 
"    PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA. 
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Usage—rBxistence  of.  ' 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  1. 

Use  and  Occupation— Action  for— Mesne  profits— Tenants  in  com- 
mon. 

See  TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

2.  Of  Land— Action  for— Valuation. 
See  LAND  3. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

,  See  SALE  OF  GOODS. 

«    SALE  OF  LANDS.  ; 

Verdict — ^Por  Excessive  damages. 

See  JURISDICTION  22.        ■      '    •  ^? '.     - 

2.  Against  weight  of  Evidence.  ,<«'.:.;, 

See  JURISDICTION  23. 

3.  Aflfirmed  by  two  Com-ts  on  weight  of  Evidence  not  interfered  with. 

See  EVIDENCE  21. 

4.  Eule  to  reduce — Or  for  new  trial. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  12.     ,  •  .'',^|',t 
«    NEW  TRIAL.  "^r^-^., 

Vice-Admiralty — Com-t  of— Jurisdiction  to  enforce  penalties  for  illegal 
distilling. 

See  PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  18. 

Voluntary  Fasrment 

S«  ASSESSMENT  4. 

Warehouse  Receipts— S4  vie.  eb.  5  D-RiKut  ©r  property. 

At  the  request  of  the  Consolidated  Bank,  to  whom  the  Canada  Car  Com- 
pany owed  a  large  sum  of  money,  M.  consented  to  act  as  warehouseman  to 
the  company  for  the  purpose  of  storing  certain  car  wheels  and  pig  iron,  so 
that  they  oould  obtain  warehouse  receipts  upon  which  to  raise  money.  The 
company  granted  M.  a  lease  for  a  year  of  a  portion  of  their  premises,  upon 
which  the  wheels  and  iron  were  situate,  in  consideration  of  $5.  The  Consoli- 
dated Bank  then  gave  him  a  written  guarantee  that  the  goods  should  be 
forthcoming  when  required,  and  he  therefore  issued  a  warehouse  receipt  to 
the  company  for  the  property,  which  they  endorsed  to  the  Standard  Bank 
and  obtained  an  advance  thereon,  which  they  paid  to  the  ConsoUdated  Bank. 
It  appeared  that  M.  was  a  warehouseman  carrying  on  business  in  another 
part  of  the  city ;  that  he  acquired  the  lease  for  the  purpose  of  giving  ware- 
house receipts  to  enable  the  company  to  obtain  an  advance  from  the  Con- 
solidated Bank ;  and  that  he  had  not  seen  the  property  himself,  but  had 
sent  his  foreman  to  examine  it  before  ^ving  the  receipt.   In  Februaryi  1877, 


522 
Warehouse  Receipts— Contimied. 

an  attachment  in  insolvency  issued  against  the  company,  and  K.  et  al.,  as 

their  assignees  in  insolvency,  took  possession  of  the  goods  covered  by  this 

receipt,  claiming  them  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate.    M.  then  sued  K. 

et  al.  in  trespass  and  trover  for  the  taking. 

,    '  Held,  per  Strong,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ.,  affirming  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario,  and  that  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that 

M.  never  had  any  actual  possession,  control  over,  or  property  in,  the  goods  in 

■    question,  so  as  to  make  the  receipt  given  by  M.,  under  the  circumstances  in 

this  case,  a  valid  warehouse  receipt  within  the  meaning  of  the  clauses  in 

that  behalf  in  the  Banking  Act. 

Per  Bitchie  C.J.  and  Fouinier  and  Henry  JJ.,  contra,  that  M.  quoad 

these  goods  was  a  warehouseman  within  the  meaning  of  34  Vic.  ch.  5  D,  so 

as  to  make  his  receipt  endorsed  effectual  to  pass  the  property  to  the  Stand- 

'    ard  Bank  for  the  security  of  the  loan  made  to  the  company  in  the  usual 

course  of  its  banking  business. 

MUloy  r.  Kerr.-T!!l,  474. 

2.     34  Tic.  eta.  S  (D.)  Intra  vires. 

The  appellants  discoimted  for  a  trading  firm  on  the  understanding  that 
a  quantity  of  coal  purchased  by  the  firm  should  be  consigned  to  them,  and 
' '     that  they  would  transfer  to  the  firm  the  bills  of  lading,  and  should  receive 
from  one  of  tha  members  of  the  firm  his  receipt  as  a  wharfinger  and  ware- 
houseman for  the  coal  as  having  been  deposited  by  them,  which  was  done, 
and  the  following  receipt  was  given :    "  Received  in  store  in  Big  Coal  House 
-     warehouse  at  Toronto,  from  Metohants'  Bank  of  Canada  (at  Toronto),  four- 
teen hundred  and  fifty-eight  (1458)  tons  stove  coal,  and  two  hundred  and 
r(i    sixty-one  tons  chestnut  coal,  per  schooners  '  Dundee,'  '  Jessie  Drummond,' 
( • . .   '  Gold  Hunter,'  and  '  Annie  Mulvey,'  to  be  delivered  to  the  order  of  the 
Said  Merchants'  Bank  to  be  endorsed  hereon.    This  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
.  receipt  under  the  provisions  of  Statute  34  Vio.  ch.  5 — value  $7,000.    The 
said  coal  in  sheds  facing  esplanade  is  separate  from  and  will  be  kept  separate 
and  distinguishable  from  other  coal.    (Signed),    W.  Snarr.    Dated  10th 
August,   1878."    The  partnership  having   become  insolvent,   the  assignee 
sought  to  hold  the  coal  as  the  goods  of  the  insolvents,  and  filed  a  bill 
impeaching  the  validity  of  the  receipt.    Ihe  Chancellor  who  tried  the  case 
found  that  the  receipt  given  was  a  valid  receipt  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Banking  Act,  and  was  given  by  a  warehouseman,  and  that  the  bank  was 
entitled  to  hold  all  the  coal  in  store  of  the  description  named  in  the  receipt. 
This  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  C!oiu-t  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Ciourt  of  Appeal,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the 
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claim  of  a  bank  under  a  warehouse  receipt,  given  by  an  owner  who  is  aware- 
houseman  and  wharfinger  and  has  the  goods  in  his  possession,  that  the 
receipt  should  reach  the  hands  of  the  bank  by  indorsement,  and  that  the 
receipt  given  by  W.  S.  in  this  case  was  a  receipt  within  the  meaning  of  34 
Vic.  ch.  5  (D). 

2  (Ritchie  C.J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting),— That  the  finding  of  the  Chan- 
cellor  as  to  the  fact  of  W.S.  being  a  person  authorized  by  the  statute  to  give 
the  receipt  in  question  should  not  have  been  reversed,  as  there  was  evidence 
that  W.  S .  was  a  wharfinger  and  warehouseman. 

3.  Per  Fournier,  Henry  and  TaschereauJJ.— That  sections  46,  47  and 
48  of  34  Vic.  ch.  5  (D.)  are  intra  vires  of  the  Dominion  Parliament. 

__  ^     ,  Merchants*  Bank  Of  Canada  T.Smlth.-TllI,  512. 

Wager — By  election  agent. 

See  ELECTION  20.       ,  .        • . ,      -  ...^:       • 

Waiver — Of  notice  of  abandonment.  .'  ;    - 

-See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  9. 

Warranty — Effect  of  in  sale  of  timber  limits  and  lands — C.  C.  Ai*ts. 
515,  518. 

.V   ,  See  SALE  OF  LANDS  1.      :.:,.wV    :■' 

2.    No  other  insurance.  •       , 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  17. 

Water  Lots — in  Toronto  harbor — Trespass — Easement — Navigation. 
See  NAVIGATION  4. 

Will — CouHtrnction  -Kemoteness -Estate  tall— llelr>at>l.aw.         * 

P.  F.,  sen.,  proprietor  of  180  acres  of  Lot  13,  10th  Concession  of  the 
Township  of  Drummond,  Lanark  Co.,  by  a  will,  dated  3rd  December,  1845, 
devised  as  follows :  "  It  pleased  the  Lord  to  give  me  two  sons  equally  dear 
to  my  heart ;  to  give  them  equal  justice  I  leave  all  my  land  to  the  first  great 
grandson  descending  from  them  by  lawful  ordinary  generation  in  the  mascu- 
line line,  to  him  I  bequeath  it,  and  to  him  I  will  that  it  pass  free  of  any 
encumbrance,  except  the  burying  ground  and  the  quarter  of  acre  for  a  place 
of  worship.  To  Duncan  Ferguson,  my  son,  I  bequeath  my  family  bible  and 
five  shillings  over  and  above  what  I  have  done  for  him  *  *  *  To  Peter 
Ferguson,  my  son,  I  bequeath  my  implements  belonging  to  my  farm,  and  to 
occupy  the  farm  and  answer  State  dues  and  public  burdens  himself,  and  the 
lawful  male  offspring  of  his  body  until  the  proper  heir  are  come  of  age  to 
take  possession,  but  Peter  himself  and  all  are  restricted  and  prohibited  from 
giving  any  wood  or  timber  whatsoever  kind  away  off  the  land,  or  bringing 
any  other  family  on  to  it  but  his  own.  But  if  he  leaves  a  situation  so  advan- 
tageous, and  cannot  maintain  himself  upon  it    *    *    *    *    I  appoint  Peter 
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lioVioar,  my  grandson,  to  take  charge  of  the  whole  place-^arm  and  all  that 
pertains  to  it — and  occupy  the  same  for  his  own  benefit  and  advantage, 
according  to  the  forementioned  restrictions  and  conditions,  until  the  heir  be 
of  lawful  age  as  aforesaid."  The  testator  died  in  1849,  leaving  two  sons,  D. 
and  P.,  jun.,  and  three  daughters  and  one  grandson,  P.  MoV.,  being  a  son  of 
a  daughter.  When  the  testator  died  the  property  was  subject  to  a  lease, 
which  expired  in  1857.  P.  F.,jun.,  after  having  gone  into  occupation,  in 
that  year  conveyed  his  interest  to  P.  McV.  and  left  the  place.  Subse- 
quently, the  appellant,  son  of  D.  F.,  and  heir-at-law  of  P.  F.,  senr.,  took  a 
conveyance  from  P.  McV.,  and  thereupon  the  respondent,  heir-at-law  of  P. 
F.jjunr.,  brought  an  action  in  ejectment,  claiming  that  under  the  will  his 
father  took  an  estate  tail  which  descended  to  him.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  heir-at-law,  which  judgment  was 
'    reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario. 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  devise  by  the  testator  to  his  first  great  grand- 
son being  void  for  remoteness,  and  there  being  no  intention  to  give  to  P.  F., 
junr.,  any  estate  or  interest  independent  of,  or  unconnected  with,  the  devise 
to  the  great  grandson,  there  was  no  valid  disposition  to  disinherit  the  heir- 
at-law,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  (Strong  J. 
dissenting.) 

Per  Ritchie  J. — Where  the  rule  of  law,  independent  of  and  paramount 
to  the  testator's  intentions,  defeats  the  devise,  the  proper  course  is  to  let  the 
property  go  as  the  law  directs  in  cases  of  intestacy. 

.  t  Ferguson  t.  Tei^iuon.— il,  407. 

2«  Ejectment— Statnte  of  li^mltatlons— Acceptance  of  deed  by  person  in  pos* 
session— "Any  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten  or  ctaildren  of  such 
iasne  surviTins  bim"— 4|uestion  not  raised  at  trial. 

In  1830  James  Gray  took  possession  of  east  half  of  lot  No.l3,  in  the  1st  con- 

cession  of  East  Hawkesbury.    He  resided  on  the  west  half  of  said  lot  with  his 

sons,  and  occasionally  assisted  in  working  the  whole  lot,  until  his  death, 

which  occurred  in  1857.    In  184748,  while  his  son  Adam  was  working  the 

east  half,  and  in  possession,  James  Gray  devised  it  to  him  by  will,  and  the 

land  was  known  as  "  Our  Adam/s."    In  1857,  James  Gray  made  a  second 

will,  in  which  he  said :  "  I  give  and  devise  to  my  son  John  Gray,  his  heirs 

and  assigns,  &c.,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  premises  abore  described  to  the 

said  John  Gray,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  But  if  my  said  son  John  should 

die  without  loavmg  any  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  or  the  children 

of  such  issue  surviving  him,  then  in  such  case  I  will  and  devise  the  said,  &c., 

to  my  son  Thomas  Gray,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same 

at  the  death  of  the  sud  John  Gray."  After  the  father's  death  Adam  remained 

in  possession,  and  in  1862  he  accepted  a  conveyance  with  full  covenants  for 


av 
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title  from  John.  On  15th  September,  1868,  Adam  conveyed  to  A.  McC,  one 
of  the  respondents,  and  R.,  the  other  respondent,  claimed  title  under  A. 
McC.  as  landlord.  In  1874  John  died  without  leaving  any  lawful  issue,  and 
on  the  5th  May,  1875,  Thomas  (appellant)  brought  ejectment  against  respond- 
ents, but  neither  at  the  trial  nor  in  term  was  any  question  raised  as  to  the 
•'      effect  of  John's  deed. 

Held,  1 .  That  James  Gray,  the  father,  at  the  time  of  his  death  had  acquired 
a  title  to  the  lot  by  length  of  possession.  That,  under  the  will,  John  Gray 
took  an  estate  in  fee,  with  an  executory  devise  over  to  Thomas  Gray,  in  the 
event  that  happened  of  John  Gray  dying  without  leaving  lawful  issue. 

2.  That  Adam,  having  recognized,  in  1862,  John's  mterest  in  the  land  by 
purchasing  from  him,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  a  limited  and  contingent 
estate,  its  effect  was  to  stop  the  running  of  the  statute,  and  the  respondents 
cannot  set  up  Adam's  possession  under  John  to  defeat  the  contingent  estate. 
».j  3,  That  the  Court  of  Appeal  could  not  refuse  to  entertain  the  question 

as  to  the  effuse  t  of  John's  deed,  although  not  raised  at  the  trial  nor  in  term. 

firay  T,  Slcliford.-ll,  481. 

3«  AdmlalBtmtrlx  with  Will  annexed,  purchase  of  real  estate  hj,  when  per> 
Bonal  assets  of  testator  snflielent  to  pay  off  Ineambrance— Sutiseqnent 
parol  agreement  to  sell  part  of  said  land  null— Compeniiatlon  money  for 
land,  rlflrht  to  and  how  to  be  treated— Bevlsed  Statutes  of  Kova  Scotia  (4th 
Series)  ch.  36  sec.  40. 

'  ' ."  About  1837  Andrew  McMinn  devised  his  lands  to  his  wife,  Mary  MoMinn, 
'  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Maria  Kearney.  Letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed  were  granted  to  the  widow.  At  the  time  of  testator's  death 
the  lands  were  mortgaged  for  £150.  A  suit  to  foreclose  this  mortgage  was 
instituted  after  the  testator's  death,  and  it  was  alleged  that  under  it  a  fore- 
'  closure  was  obtained,  and  the  property  sold,  and  purchased  by  the  adminis- 
tratrix for  £905.  There  was  evidence  that  the  administratrix  received 
personal  assets  of  the  testator  sufficient  to  have  paid  off"  the  mortgage,  had 
she  chosen  so  to  apply  them.  The  sum  of  £725  was  lent  to  the  adminis- 
tratrix by  Ann  Kean,  her  daughter  by  a  former  marriage.  The  administratrix 
then  sold  the  property  to  the  public  authorities  for  £1,750,  out  of  which  she 
paid  her  daughter  £400.  From  1858  the  daughter,  with  the  leave  of  the 
administratrix,  occupied  about  ^  of  an  acre  of  the  land,  until,  in  1873,  under 
the  authority  of  an  expropriation  Act,  she  was  ejected  from  it,  the  Commis- 
sioner taking  in  all  3  acres  /jths  of  this  property,  the  balance  being  in  the 
occupation  of  Maria  Kearney  and  her  husband,  Francis  Kearney  (the  appel- 
lants). These  3  acres  j  ths  were  appraised  at  |2,310,  and  that  sum  was 
paid  into  court  to  abide  a  decision  as  to  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of  the 
parties  respectively.    Ann  Kean  claimed  a  title  to  the  whole  of  tiie  land 
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taken,  under  an  alleged  parol  agreement  with  her  mother,  that  she  should 
have  the  land  in  satisfaction  of  £325,  the  residue  unpaid  of  the  loan  of  the 
£725,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  payment  to  her  of  the  sum  of  $2,310, 
the  amount  awarded  as  compensation  for  the  land.  In  May,  1872,  the  admin- 
istratrix executed  an  informal  instrument  under  seal,  purporting  to  be  a 
lease  of  her  life  estate  to  the  appellants  in  the  whole  property,  reserving  a 
rental  of  f80  a  year  and  liberty  to  occupy  two  rooms  in  a  dwelling  house 
then  occupied  by  her.  On  a  motion  to  make  this  rule  absobite,  several 
affidavits  were  filed,  including  those  of  the  appellants.  On  the  1 8th  January, 
1875,  the  matter  was  referred  to  a  master,  to  take  evidence  and  report 
thereon,  subject  to  such  report  being  modified  by  the  court  or  a  judge.  The 
master  reported  that  the  appellants  had  tbe  sole  legal  and  equitable  rights 
in  the  property.  On  motion  to  confirm  tht  .t  report,  the  court  made  an  ordet 
apportioning  the  $2,310  between  Ann  Kean  and  the  appellants,  the  former 
being  declared  entitled  to  be  paid  $1,015.61,  and  the  latter,  on  filing  the 
written  consent  of  Mrs.  McMinn,  the  residue  of  the  $2,310. 

Held,  on  appeal,  1st.  That  the  administratrix,  having  personal  assets  of 
the  testator  sufficient  to  discharge  the  mortgage,  was  bound  in  the  due  course 
of  her  administration  to  discharge  said  incumbrance,  and  that  the  parol 
agreement  made  by  her  with  her  daughter  was  null  and  void. 

2nd.  That  when  the  land  is  taken  under  authority  of  legislative  provi- 
sions similar  to  Revised  Statutes  of  Nuva  Scotia  (4th  Series),  ch.  36  sec.  40, 
et  aeq.,  the  compensation  money,  as  regards  the  capacity  of  married  women 
to  deal  with  it,  is  still  to  be  regarded  in  equity  as  land. 

Kearney  t*  Kean.   ill,  332. 

4.     Constrnction  of— Tenants  in  common  or  Joint  tenants— €o8ts. 

By  will  J.  H.  A.  directed : — "  Until  the  expiration  of  four  years  from  the 
time    of  my  decease,  and  luitil  the  division  of  my  estate  as  hereinafter 

1  dirrected,  my  executors  shall  every  year  place  to  the  credit  of  each  of  ray 
children  the  sum  of  sixteen  himdred  dollars,  and  if  any  of  my  children  shall 
have  died,  leaving  issue,  then  a  like  sum  to  and  among  the  issue  of  the 
child  so  dying,  such  sum  of  sixteen  hundred  dollars  to  be  paid  by  half  yearly 
instalments  to  such  of  my  children  as  shall  be  of  age  or  be  married  ;  but  if 

i  any  advances  shall  have  been  made  to  any  of  them,  and  interest  shall  be 
due  thereon,  such  interest  to  be  deducted  from  the  said  sum  of  sixteen 
hundred  dollars.  As  regards  the  division,  appropriation,  and  ultimate  dis- 
position of  my  estate,  it  is  my  will  that,  subject  to  the  payment  of  my  just 
debts  and  legacies,  bequests  and  annuities,  I  have  heretofore  given  or  may 
hereafter  give,  and  to  the  expenses  of  the  management  of  my  estate, 
all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate,  and  the  interest,  increase 
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and  accumulation  thereof,  bo  distiibuted,  settled,  paid  and  disposed  of,  to 
and  among  my  children  who  may  be  alive  at  the  time  of  the  division  an  d 
appropriation  into  shares  of  my  estate  hereinafter  directed,  and  the  issue 
then  living  of  such  of  my  children  as  may  be  then  dead,  at  the  time  and  in 
the  manner  following,  that  is  to  say ;  that  immediately,  on  the  expiration  of 
four  years  from  my  death,  my  executors,  after  making  such  provision  as  may 
be  necejsary  for  the  payment  of  any  debts  and  legacies  that  may  be  out- 
standing and  unpaid,  and  of  outstanding  annuities,  and  of  the  expense  of 
the  management  of  my  estate,  shall  divide  all  my  remaining  estate  into  as 
many  just  and  equal  shares  as  the  number  of  my  then  surviving  children 
and  of  my  children  who  shall  before  them  have  died,  leaving  lawful  issue 
<        then  surviving,  shall  amount  unto,  and  shall  apportion  and  set  ofi  one  suoh 
share  to  each  of  my  said  then  surviving  children,  and  one  such  share  to  the 
lawful  issue  of  each  of  my  then  deceased  children,  whose  lawful  issue  shall 
be  then  surviving,  all  the  issue  of  each  deceased  child  standing  in  the  place 
'.        of  such  deceased  child.      And   it   is  my    will,    and   I    direct,  that  from 
henceforth  a  separate  account  shall  be  kept  by  my  trustees  of  each  share , 
and  of  the  interest  and  profit  thereof,  and  the  payments  made  to  or  on 
account  of  or  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  each  of  my  said  children 
or  issue,  shall  be  charged  against  the  share  apportioned  to  such  child  or 
j        children,  or  wherein  such  issue  shall  be  interested,  so  that  all  accumulations 
and  profits  that  may  arise  shall  enure  to  the  increase  o."  each  several  share 
on  which  such  accumulation  or  profit  shall  accrue — it  being  my  intention 
H       that  after  such  division  shall  take  place,  the  maintenance,  education  and 
support  of  each  of  my  children  while  under  the  age  of  twenty  one  years  shall 
be  drawn  from  the  separate  income  of  such  child,  and  the  maintenance  and 
i!        education  of  the  children  of  any  of  my  children  who  may  have  before  them 
,•       died,  leaving  issue,  shall  be  drawn  from  the  share  or  shares  set  apart  for  the 
;        issue  of  such  deceased  child  or  children.    And  that  my  children,  and  such 
\        issue  of  deceased  children  being  of  age,  that  is  to  say,  of  the  age  of  twen  ty- 
;        one  years,  or  when  respectively  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
'        shall  be  severally  entitled  to  receive  for  their  own  use  the  whole  of  the  inter- 
ests and  profits  of  the  share  and  proportion  of  my  estate  to  which  they  may 
be  respectively  entitled."    On  26th  May,  1864,  M.  L.  A.,  testator's  daughte  r, 
married  C.  H.  F.,  appellant.    Testator  died  24th  December,  1870.    On  25th 
August,  1872,  testator's  daughter  died,  leaving  three  children.  H.A.F.,B.B.F., 
and  W.  S.  F.    On  the  1 4th  September,  1877,  H.  A .  F.,  the  eldest  son  of  appel- 
lant and  M.L.A.,died.    Thereupon  the  appellant  claimed  that  the  three 
brothers  took  their  mother's  share  under  the  will  as  tenants  in  common  and 
the  property  being  personal  property,  H.  A.  F.'s  share  vested  in  the  appel- 
lant, his  father. 
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*' .'  Held,  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  that  his  estate  should  be 

'  '  divided,  and  that  the  children  of  testator's  daughter  took  as  tenants  in  oom- 
i  mon,  and  consequently  on  the  death  of  the  eldest  son  the  whole  right,  title 
'   and  interest  in  his  share,  vested  in  the  appellant. 

fisher  T.  indenon.-  It,  406. 

0>    Annoltles,  Mile  of  corpus  to  pay. 

J.  B.died  on  the  3rd  August,  1876,  leaving  a  will  dated  6th  August,  1875, 
and  a  codicil  dated  21st  July,  1876.    By  the  will  he  devised  to  his  widow  an 

'  '  annuity  of  $10,000  for  her  life,  which  he  declared  to  be  in  lieu  of  her  dower. 
This  annuity  the  testator  directed  should  be  chargeable  on  his  general  estate. 
The  testator  then  devised  and  bequeathed  to  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
^  his  will  certain  real  and  personal  property  particularly  described  in  five 
schedules,  marked  respectively,  A,  B,  C,  D  and  E,  annexed  to  his  will,  upon 
these  trusts,  viz. :  Upon  trust,  during  the  life  of  his  wife,  to  collect  and 
receive  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  which  should  be,  and  be  taken 
to  form  a  portion  of  his  "  general  estate  ; "  and  then  irom  and  out  of  the 
'  general  estate,  diiring  the  life  of  the  testator's  wife,  the  executors  were  to 
pay  to  each  of  his  five  daughters  the  clear  yearly  sum  of  $1,600  by  equal 
quarterly  payments,  free  from  the  debts,  contracts  and  engagements  of  their 
.  respective  husbands.  Next,  resuming  the  statement  of  the  trusts  of  the 
scheduled  property  specifically  given,  the  testator  provided,  that  from  and 
after  the  death  of  his  wife,  the  trustees  were  to  collect  and  receive  the  rents, 
issues,  dividends  and  profits  of  the  lands,  etc.,  mentioned  in  the  said  sched- 
ules, and  to  pay  to  his  daughter  M.  M.  A.,  the  rents,  etc.,  apportioned  to  her 
in  schedule  A  ;  to  his  daughter  E.  of  those  mentioned  in  schedule  B ;  to  his 
daughter  M.  of  those  mentioned  in  schedule  C ;  to  his  daughter  A.  of  those 
mentioned  in  schedule  D;  and  to  his  daughter  L.  of  those  mentioned  in. 
schedule  E ;  each  of  the  said  daughters  being  charged  with  the  insurance, 

'     ground  rents,  rates  and  taxes,  repairs  and  other  expenses  with  or  incidental 
to  the  management  and  upholding  of  the  property  apportioned  to  her,  and 

' '    the  same  being  from  time  to  time  deducted  from  such  quarterly  payments. 

'^    The  will  then  directed  the  executors  to  keep  the  properties  insured  against 

'  '  loss  by  fire,  and  in  case  of  total  loss,  it  should  be  optional  with  the  parties 
to  whom  the  property  was  apportioned  by  the  schedules,  either  to  direct  the 
insurance  money  to  bt)  applied  in  rebuilding,  or  to  lease  the  property.  It 
then  declared  what  was  to  be  done  with  the  share  of  each  of  his  daughters 
in  case  of  her  death.  In  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will  there  were  the  fol- 
lowing words :~"  The  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  said  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  and  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  situated,  I  give,  devise 
and  bequeath  the  same  to  my  said  executors  and  trustees,  upon  the  trusts 
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and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  following :  •*  He  then  gave  out  of  the  resi- 
due  a  legacy  of  $4,000  to  his  brother  D;  R.,  and  the  ultunate  residue  he 
directed  to  be  equally  divided  among  his  children  upon  the  saiue  trusts  with 
regard  to  his  daughters,  as  were  thereinbefore  declared,  with  respect  to  the 

if.  said  estate  in  the  said  schedules  mentioned.  The  rents  and  profits  of  the 
whole  estate  left  by  the  testator  proved  insufficient,  after  paying  the  annu- 
ity of  $10,000  to  the  widow,  and  the  rent  of  and  taxes  upon  his  house  in  L, 
to  pay  in  full  the  several  sums  of  $1,600  a  year  to  each  of  the  daughters  dur- 
ing  the  life  of  their  mother,  and  the  question  raised  on  this  appeal  was 
whether  the  executors  and  trustees  had  power  to  sell  or  mortgage  any  part 

i  of  the  corpus,  or  apply  the  funds  of  the  corpus  of  the  property,  to  make  up 
the  deficiency.     . 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  annuities  given  to  the  daughters,  and  the 
arrears  of  their  annuities,  were  chargeable  on  the  corpus  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  subject  to  the  right  of  the  widow  to  liave  a  sufficient  sum  set 

apart  to  provide  for  her  annuity. 

lewin  T.  Almon.-v,  514. 

D.  Constrnctlon  of- Snrplns— Whether  resldnary  peraonal  e«t»te  of  the  tea> 
tator  passed. 

Among  other  bequests  the  testator  declared  as  follows  :.^"  I  bequeath 
to  the  Worn  out  Preachers'  and  Widows'  Fund  in  connection  with  the  Wes- 
leyan  Conference  here  the  sum  of  £1,250,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  due 
me  by  Robert  Chestnut,  of  Fredericton.  I  bequeath  to  the  Bible  Society 
£150.  I  bequeath  to  the  Wesleyan  Missionary  Society  in  connection  with 
the  Conference  the  sum  of  £1,500."  Then  follow  other  and  numerous 
bequests.  The  last  clause  of  the  will  is  :  "  Should  there  be  any  surplus  or 
deficiency,  &pro  rata  addition  or  deduction,  as  may  be,  to  be  made  to  the 
following  bequests,  namely,  the  Worn-out  Preachers'  and  Widows'  Fund, 
Wesleyan  Missionary  Society,' Bible  Society."  When  the  estate  came  to  be 
wound  up  it  was  found  that  there  was  a  very  lal-ge  surplus  of  personal  estate, 
after  paying  all  annuities  and  bequests.  This  surplus  was  claimed  on  the 
one  hand,  under  the  will,  by  these  charitable  institutions,  and  on  the  other 
hand  by  the  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  as  being  residuary 
estate,  undisposed  of  under  his  will. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick, 
that  the  "  surplus  "  had  reference  to  the  testator's  personal  estate  out  of 
which  the  annuities  and  legacies  were  payable  j  and  therefore  a  pro  rata 
addition  should  be  made  to  the  three  above-named  bequests,  statutes  of 
Mortmain  not  being  in  force  in  New  Brunswick.  (Fournier  and  Henry  J.J. 
dissenting.) 

Bay  et  al.  t.  The  Annual  Conference  of  Ifew  Branswlck,  4c.-Ti,  808. 
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7.  Validity  of— Insanity— LcfiMjr  to  wlf*— Crror— FaUw  eans«-4|a««tl«n  of 
fact  on  appoal— Duty  of  Appellate  Court. 

P.  L,  executor  under  the  will  of  the  late  W.  R.,  sued  W.  C.  A.,  curator 

•'  of  the  estate  of  W.  R.  during  the  lunaoy  of  the  latter,  to  compel  W.  0.  A.  to 
hand  over  the  estate  to  him  as  executor.  After  preliminary  proceedings  had 
been  taken,  E.  R.  (the  appellant)  moved  to  intervene  and  have  W.  R.'8  last 
will  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  executed  under  pressure  by 
D.  J.  M.,  W.  K.'s  wife,  in  whose  favor  the  will  was  made,  while  the  testator 
was  of  unsound  mind.  The  appellant  claimed  and  proved  that  D.  J.  M.  was 
not  the  legal  wife  of  W.  R.,  she  having  another  husband  living  at  the  time 
the  second  marriage  was  contracted.  W.  R.,  who  was  a  master  pilot,  died 
in  1881,  having  made  a  will  two  years  previously.  His  estate  was  valued  at 
about  $16,000.  On  the  4th  October,  1878,  W.  R.  made  a  will  by  which  he 
beque&thed  $4,000  and  all  his  household  furniture  and  effects  to  his  wife  J. 
M. ;  |2,000  to  his  niece  E.  R. ;  $1 ,000  to  F.  S.  for  charitable  purposes,  and  the 
remainder  of  his  estate  to  his  brothers,  nephews,  and  nieces  in  equal  shares. 
On  the  8th  of  the  same  month  he  made  another  will  before  the  same  notary, 
leaving  $800  to  his  wife  J.  M .,  $400  to  each  of  his  nieces  M.  and  £.  R,  and 

^,  $400  to  his  brother,  with  reversion  to  the  nieces  if  not  claimed  within  a  year, 
and  the  remainder  to  E.  R.  On  the  17th  November,  1878,  W.  R.  made 
another  will,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  litigation,  and  by  which  he 

.^  revoked  his  former  wills  and  gave  $2,000  to  F.  S.  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Rochs,  and  ine  remainder  of  his  property  to  his  "  beloved  wife  J.  M." 
On  the  10th  January  following  W.  R.  was  interdicted  as  a  lunatic,  and  a 
curator  appointed  to  his  estate.  He  remained  in  an  asylum  until  December, 
1879,  wlien  he  was  released,  and  lived  until  his  death  with  his  niece  E.  R., 

■  .^  sister  of  the  appellant.  Chief  Justice  Meredith  upheld  the  validity  of  the 
will,  and  his  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  Held ,  1.  Reversing  the  judg- 

I  ments  of  the  courts  below,  Ritchie  C J.  and  Strong  J.  dissenting,  that  the 
proper  inference  to  be  drawn  from  all  the  evidence  as  to  the  mental  capacity 
of  the  testator  to  make  the  will  of  the  2 1st  November,  was  that  the  testator, 
at  the  date  of  the  making  of  the  will,  was  of  unsound  mind. 

2.  That,  as  it  appeared  that  the  only  consideration  for  the  testator's 
liberality  to  J.  M.  was  that  he  supposed  her  to  be  "  my  beloved  wife  Julie 
Morin,"  whilst  at  that  time  J.  M.  was,  in  fact,  the  lawful  wife  of  another  man, 
the  universal  bequest  to  J.  M.  was  void,  through  error  and  false  cautie. 

3.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  an  Appellate  Court  to  review  the  conclusion 
arrived  at  by  courts  whose  judgments  are  appealed  from  upon  a  question  of 
fact  when  such  judgments  do  not  turn  upon  the  credibility  of  any  of  the 
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witnesaes,  b»it  upon  the  proper  Inference  to  be  drawn  from  ftU  the  e?ldence 
in  the  caae. 

TAa  application  for  leave  to  appeal  was  refused  by  the  Judicial  C!om« 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council.] 

Busnell  V.  lefranfols.-TllI,  3S5. 

8.  Coniitmctloa  of— Art.  SSO,  civil  code— Liability  of  iinlvomnl  legatee  for 
hypothec  on  Immovoablea  bequeathed  to  a  particular  loffntee. 

On  the  30th  April,  1869,  H.  8.  being  indebted  to  J.  P.  in  the  sum  of 
$3,000,  granted -a  hypothec  on  certain  real  estate  which  he  owned  in  the  city 
of  Montreal.  On  28th  June,  1870,  H.  8.  made  his  will,  in  which  the  follow- 
ing clause  is  to  be  found:  "That  all  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamen- 
tary expenses  be  paid  by  my  executors,  hereinafter  named,  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible after  my  death."  By  another  clause  he  left  to  W.  H.  in  usufruct,  and 
to  his  children  in  property,  the  said  immoveables  which  had  been  hypothe- 
cated to  secure  the  said  debt  of  $3,000.  In  1879  H.  S.  died,  and  a  suit  wan 
brought  against  the  representative  of  his  estate  to  recover  this  sum  of  $3,000 
and  interest. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  8trongJ. 
dissenting,  that  the  direction  by  the  testator  to  pay  all  his  debts  included 
the  debt  of  $3,000  secured  by  the  hypothec. 

►  Per  Fournier,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  JJ. — When  a  testator  does  not 
expressly  direct  a  particular  legatee  to  discharge  a  hypothec  on  an  immove- 
able devised  to  him,  art.  889  of  the  C.  C.  does  not  bear  the  interpretation 
that  such  particular  legatee  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  such  hypothecary 

>  debt  without  recourse  against  the  heir  or  universal  legatee. 

Harrington  T.  Coise<—lx,  412 

9.  Construction  of— Executor,  powers  of— Prohibition  to  alienate— Art.  973 

C.  C.  P.  «i. 

By  the  3rd  clause  of  her  will,  H.  M.,  the  testatrix,  disposed  of  all  her 
property,  moveables,  and  immoveables,  in  favor  of  her  children  as  universal 
legatees.  The  legacy  was  subject  to  the  extended  powers  of  administration 
conferred  by  the  5th  clause  of  the  will  (referred  to  in  the  statement  of  the 
case)  and  also  to  the  power  to  alter  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  testatrix's 
children  given  by  the  same  clause  to  her  husband  H.  L.,  the  executor  and 
also  by  the  will  the  executor  was  exonerated  from  the  obligation  of  making 
an  inventory  and  rendering  an  account.  H.  L.,  in  his  quality  of  testamen- 
tary executor  and  administrator  to  the  estate  of  the  said  H.  M.,  endorsed 
accommodation  promissory  notes  signed  by  C.  L.,  one  of  his  children,  and 
the  respondent,  as  holder  thereof  for  value,  obtained  judgment  against 
both  the  maker  and  indorser.  An  execution  was  subsequently  issued 
against  B,  IJ.,  esqmlitif  and  certain  real  estate  of  the  late  H.  M.,  which  he 
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detained  in  his  said  capacity,  was  seized  and  advertised  for  sale.    J.  D.  L.  et 
al.,  (the  appellants),  who  are  the  only  children  of  the  defendant  H.  L.,  and 
'     his  wife,  opposed  the  sale  of  the  property  seized  on  the  ground  that  the  said 
property  was  insaisisaable. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  Taschereau  and 
Gwynne  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  endorsements  were  not  authorized  by  the 
will,  and  that  the  clause  in  the  will,  exempting  the  property  of  the  testatrix 
from  execution,  is  valid,  and  must  be  given  e£fect  to.    Art.  972  C.  C. 

Llonals  T.  Molson's  Bank.-x,  526. 

10.  Instltute-SnlMtltnte-Itevendieatlon— Prescription— PossesBton  in  good 
faith- Art.  3868  €.G.P.4|. 

On  the  27th  Oct.,  1828,  Suzanne  Pepin,  widow  of  Toussaint  Dufresne, 
made  her  will  in  authentic  form,  by  which  she  instituted  her  eleven  children 
her  universal  legatees;  one  of  the  said  children  being  Jean  Baptiste 
Dufresne,  the  father  of  the  plaintifiPs.  The  will  contained  the  following 
clause  concerning  the  property  bequeathed  to  the  children : — "  Four  itre 
partagS  ^galement,  pour  ieeux  enjouir  leur  vie  durante,  pour  apris  leur  mort, 
reioumer  et  appartenir  d  leurs  en/ants  nis  et  naUre  en  legitime  mariage,  ou 
4  hurs  h&ritiers  suivant  la  loi.^^  The  testatrix  died  on  the  29th  July,  1834, 
and  her  will  was  published  (Zu  et  publi4)  on  the  15th  April,  1835.  A  par- 
tition took  place  between  her  eleven  children,  and  the  lot  of  land  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs  fall  to  Jean  Baptiste  Dufresne,  their 
father,  who  had  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  on 
the  5th  March,  1872. 

The  said  Jean  Baptiste  Dufresne  left  eight  children,  the  plaintiffs  being 
six  of  them. 

The  will  of  Suzanne  Pepin  having  created  a  substitution  in  favour  of  her 
grandchildren,  the  plaintiffs  renoimced  to  the  succession  of  their  father, 
Jean  Baptiste  Dufresne,  and  claimed  all  thb  r<£hts  that  might  accrue  to 

,      them  as  substitutes  in  virtue  of  the  will  of  their  grandfather,  and  they  took 
possession  of  the  lot  of  land  above  referred  to. 

During  his  enjoyment  of  the  said  lot  of  land  in  virtue  of  the  will  of  bis 
mother,  Jean  Baptiste  Dufresne  by  two  deeds,  dated  respectively  the  1 8th  Dec, 
1866,  and  8th  Oct.,  1868,  sold  to  the  defendants  the  right  to  work,  draw  and 
carry  away  all  the  sand  that  could  be  found  in  certain  parts  of  the  said  lot 
of  land  described  in  the  said  deeds.  The  defendants  opened  sand  pits  on 
•  the  said  property  and  removed  all  the  valuable  sand  which  could  be  found 
during  the  period  from  1867  to  1870. 

-:  The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  their  father,  Jean  Baptiste   Dufresne,   as 

institute  to  the  substitution  created  in  their  fiftvour  by  the  will  of  Suzanne 
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Pepin,  had  no  right  to  make  the  above  sale,  and  claimed  irom  the  defend- 
ants the  value  of  the  sand  so  removed. 

The  Superior  Court  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  rendered  judgment  in 
accordance  with  the  respondents'  conclusions.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
for  that  province  (appeal  side)  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  superior 
Court  in  principle,  reducing  the  amount  awarded  by  two-eighths,  in  respect 
of  the  shares  of  a  daughter  not  properly  represented  in  the  cause,  and  of  a 
son  who  had  ratified  the  sales  made  by  his  father. 

H«1d,  afiSrming  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  that  the  substitute 
has  on  the  opening  of  the  substitution  a  personal  action,  foimded  on  the 
,       obligation  which  the  law  imposes  upon  the  institute  (greve)  to  restore  the 
^       property,  to  compel  the  latter  to  deliver  to  him  any  property  detached  from 
the  land  and  so  converted  into  moveables  which  remains  in  specie  in  his 
possession,  or  to  indemnify  him  in  money  for  any  property  so  detached 
which  may  have  gone  into  the  hands  of  tiers  diUnUiura. 
<  As  against  tiera  icUtenteurs  of  moveables  detached  from  the  land  which 

is  the  subject  of  substitution,  the  substitute  has  a  real  action,  an  action  of 
revendication,  for  the  recovery  of  his  property.  In  such  an  action  alternative 
conclusions  may  be  taken  that  the  tiers  ditenteur  may  deliver  the  thing  sought 
to  be  recovered,  or,  if  being  a  possessor  in  bad  faith  he  has  ceased  to  possess 
by  consuming  the  thing,  or  by  disposing  of  it  to  another,  that  he  may  be  made 
to  pay  damages.  If  it  is  alleged  in*  the  action  that  the  thing  has  already 
been  destroyed,  consumed,  or  converted,  then  the  first  alternative  con- 
clusion may  be  suppressed. 

As  regards  prescription,  the  action  of  the  substitute  falls  under  article 
2,268  C.  C,  and  the  tiers  d4tenteur  of  moveable  property  subject  to  substitu-. 
tion,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  prescription  must  show  possession  in  good 
faith  for  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  opening  of  the  substitution  before 
the  institution  of  the  action.  The  publication  and  insinuation  of  the  will 
of  Suzanne  Pepin  >va8  not  sufficient  notice  from  which  to  presume  bad  faith, 
which  must  be  proved,  but  the  contracts  of  sale  of  18th  December,  1866,  and 
8th  October,  1868,  described  the  property  as  belonging  to  the  "succession 
Dufresne,"  and  this  was  sufficient  to  put  them  in  bad  faith,  as  they  had  no 
right  to  f*s8ume  their  auteur  was  the  absolute  proprietor. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Bulmer  v.  Dun^ne.-9th  Hay,  1819. 

11«  will,  conntrnctlon  of— li^acy— Condition. 

A  testator,  by  the  3rd  clause  of  his  will,  devised  and  bequeathed  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  his  wife,  four  sons  and  two  daughters,  the  devise  and 
■    bequest  being  subject  to  the  condition  that  they  should  all  unite  in  payin 
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to  the  executors,  before  the  Ist  January,  1877,  the  sum  of  $1,600,  and  the 
same  sum  before  the  25th  January,  1882,  said  sums  to  pay  the  shares  of  two 

'  '  of  the  sons,  Alexander  and  Duncan.  By  the  4th  clause  he  gave  the  siun  of 
!i(l,600,  without  condition,  to  each  of  his  sons,  Alexander  and  Duncan.  By 
the  5th  clause,  he  devised  to  his  sons,  Douglas  and  Bobert,  two  lots;  and 
after  giving  several  legacies  to  his  daughters,  he  proceeded:  "And  further 

''       that  Alexander  and  Duncan  work  on  the  farm  until  their  legacies  become 

due."    Alexander  left  the  farm  in  1871  and  entered  into  mercantile  pursuits. 

Held,  i'eversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  (6  Ont. 

App.  B.  595),  Bitchie  C.J.  and  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the  construction  of 

the  paragraph  in  the  will,  bequeathing  the  $1,600  to  Alexander  must  be 

based  on  a  consideration  of  the  whole  will,  and  that  the  intention  was  that 

Alexander's  right  to  receive  his  legacy  was  conditional  on  his  working  on 

the  farm  and  assisting  in  earning  it.       >    « •  - 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs.  ,-.,■■ 

Oliver  V.  DaTidson.— xl,  166, 

12.  Eemovai  of  executrix  for  wasteful  and  fraudulent  administration. 
See  BXECUTOB  5. 

Xo.  Construction  of— Contingent  Interest* 

t'  i-r'  T.  McK.,  a  testator,  having  previously  given  all  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  trustees  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  or  during  her  widowhood,  made 
a  devise  as  follows  : — "  In  trust  also,  that  at  the  death,  or  second  marriage 
of  my  said  wife,  should  such  happen,  my  son  Thomas,  if  he  be  then  living 
shall  have  and  take  lot  number  1,  etc.,  which  I  hereby  devise  to  him,  his 
heirs,  and  assigns  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  for  ever."    The  testator 

.  then  gave  to  his  other  sons  and  to  his  daughters  other  real  estate  in  fee.  He 
directed  that  all  the  said  devises  "  in  this  section  of  my  will  mentioned  and 
devised  "  should  take  effect  upon  and  from  the  death  or  marriage  of  his 
wife,  and  not  sooner.  He  gave  all  his  other  lands  in  trust  for  sale,  the  rents 
and  proceeds  to  be  at  his  wife's  disposal  while  unmarried,  and  after  her 
death  or  marriage  all  his  personal  property  and  estate  remaining  was  to  be 
equally  divided  among  his  children ;  provided  always,  that  in  the  event  of 
any  child  dying  without  issue  before  coming  into  possession  of  his  or  her 
share  "  of  the  property  or  money  hereby  devised  or  bequeathed,"  the  share 
of  such  child  should  go  equally  among  the  survivors  and  their  issue,  if  any, 
as  shall  have  died  leaving  issue.  The  residuary  clause  was  as  follows :— "  All 
other  my  lands,  tenements,  houses,  hereditaments,  and  real  estate,"  etc. 

Held,  Bitchie  C.J.  and  Fournier  J.  dissenting,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  that  the  interest  devised  to  Thomas  was  contingent  upon 
his  surviving  his  mother. 
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Per  Strong  J — As  a  devise  of  other  lands  includes  undisposed  of  interests 
in  lands,  in  which  partial  interests,  or  contingent  interests  which  have  failed, 
have  been  previously  given,  the  devise  of  lot  number  1  at  Thomas's  death 
formed  part  of  the  residuary  lands  of  the  estate,  subject  to  the  provieions  as 
to  sur\ .       '  ip  and  substitution  mentioned  in  the  will.    Mrs.  E.  K.,  one 
of  the  testator's  children,  having  died  in  the  lifetuneof  her  mother,  the 
substitution  in  favor  of  her  children  was  restricted  to  the  children  who  sur- 
vived their  mother,  and  they  became  entitled  absolutely  among  themselves, 
as  tenants  in  common,  to  an  equitable  estate  in  fee  simple  in  remainder 
expectant  on  the  death  or  second  marriage  of  the  testator's  widow,  in  one 
•'  '    undivided  fourth  part  of  said  lot  Ko.  1.    And  upon  the  death  of  the  said 
■"'^   testator's  widow,  the  testator's  children  A.  K.,  C.  McK.  and  J.  C,  the  three 
■  ■  "   surviving  daughters  of  the  testator  became  entitled  absolutely  to  an  equit- 
able estate  in  the  remaining  three  undivided  fourth  parts  of  lot  1  as  tenants 
in  common  in  fee  simple.    (See  Keefer  v.  McKay,  9  Ont.  App.  R.  117.) 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

Mercb.-Qts  Bank,  t.  Keefer.— 12tli  Janaary,  1885. 

J>4t  will,  constrnctloB  of— Devise  to  creditor  of  certain  specific  lands  and  of 
->'>'■   nnasecrtalned  cliattels  not  superseded— Satisfaction. 

The  will  of  the  late  John  Severn  by  clause  "  B  "  provided  as  follows  :— 
'  "I  devise  all  the  lands  situate  in  said  village  of  Yorkville,  and  particu- 

"  larly  described  in  the  first  schedule  hereto,  unto  my  son  George,  his  heirs 
"  and  assigns,  together  with  their  actual  and  reputed  appurtenances,  or  with 
"  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  held,  used  and  occupied  or  enjoyed,  or  known, 
"  taken  or  considered  as  part  or  parcel  thereof,  together  also  with  all  and  all 
«  manner  of  engines,  fixtures,  utensils  and  implements,  and  the  appurten- 
«  ances  and  stock  in  trade  therein,  or  in  or  about  the  premises  at  my  decease, 
"  he  or  they  paying  in  exoneration  of  any  other  estate,  any  incumbrances 
"  which  at  the  time  of  my  decease  shall  afiect  the  same,  and  this  devise  to 
"  be  accepted  by  and  to  be  in  full  discharge  of  any  and  every  claim  he  shall 
"  have  against  my  estate  at  the  time  of  my  decease." 

Clause  "  L "  provided :  "  And  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  if  at  any 
"  time  between  the  day  of  the  date  of  this  my  will  and  the  time  of  my 
"  decease,  any  sale  or  other  disposition  of  any  of  the  said  lands  and  premises 
"  herein  specifically  devised  by  me  shall  be  made  by  me,  the  consideration 
"  money  received  therefor  in  money  or  otherwise,  to  the  amount  thereof,  or 
"  the  value  thereof,  shall  be  a  charge  upon  the  whole  of  my  real  estate,  and 
"  shall  become  due  and  payable  to  the  devisee  to  whom  the  said  land  is  herein 
"  specifically  devised,  or  to  his  or  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or 
«  assigns,  within  five  years  after  my  decease,  "nth  interest  after  the  first 
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"  year  of  my  decease,  the  securities  (if  any)  received  in  part  or  whole  pay- 
"  ment  oi  such  consideration,  if  any  being  at  the  time  of  decease,  to  be 
"  transferred,  conveyed  and  assigned  to  the  ueid  devisee,  his  or  her  execu- 
"  tors,  administrators  or  assigns,  and  to  be  hj  him,  her  or  them  received  as 
"  to  the  amount  then  owing  therex>n  in  part  or  ii)  whole  payment  of  the  said 
"  consideration  money  as  the  case  shall  be."   . 

Between  the  date  of  the  making  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  said 
John  Severn,  the  said  testator  sold  the  said  properties  specifically  devised 
by  Clause  "B  "  of  the  said  will,  comprising  a  brewery  and  stock  and  plant 
therein,  to  his  son  George,  the  appellant,  the  purchase  money  paid  thereon 
being  the  sum  of  $33,987.20,  and  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appel- 
lant that,  to  the  extent  of  this  sum  of  $33,987.20,  the  said  appellant  was 
entitled  under  Clause  "L"  of  the  said  will  to  a  charge  upon  the  estate  of 
the  testator. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  for  Ontario  held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Fergu- 
son J.,  that  in  effecting  the  sale  to  the  appellant,  the  testator  made 
a  sale  in  a  manner  not  contemplated  by  him  at  the  date  of  the  making  of 
the  said  will ;  and  that  by  the  said  will  the  said  testator  provided  in  Clause 
"  L "  for  a  sale  by  himself  to  some  third  person,  and  that  the  testator 
intended  when  entering  into  the  agreement  with  the  appellant  to 
supersede  the  devise  referred  to  in  favor  of  the  appellant,  and  that  -the 
effect  of  the  sale  was  to  accomplish  that  purpose.    (Sec.  8  Ont.  App.  R.  725). 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Held,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  devise  of  the  lands  was  not  super- 
seded— (Gwynne  J.  dissenting).  But  the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  the 
value  of  the  stock  and  plant  in  the  brewery,  in  the  event  of  their  sale  to 
him  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  because  what  was  given  to  him  was  not,  as  in 
,  the  case  of  lands,  certain  specific  ascertained  property,  but  only  fluctuating 
and  unascertained  property,  that  is,  such  property  as  should  be  on  the 
.    premises  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  decease.  •  .,    ^-^  „    ; 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate. 

Severn  v.  Arcber.— 16th  February,  18^5. 

15.  Devisee— Mortgage  by  testator — Foreclosure  of— -Suit  to  sell  real  estate 
for  payment  of  debts — Decree  under — Conveyance  by  purchaser  at 
z'       sale — Assignment  of  mortgage — Statute  confirming  title. 

See  SALE  OF  LANDS  17. 
Winding  up—  Of  insolvent  bank  under  Imperial  Companies  Act,  1862. 

See  CORPORATIONS  15. 
2.   Of  insolvent  bank  under  45  Vic.  ch.  23  D. 

See  BANKS  AND  BANKING  7.  .       . 
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3.  Eight  of  set  off  by  shareholder  in  action  against^— 45  Vic.  ch.  23  sec 
•76  D. 

S-ff  BANKS  AND  BANKING  8. 

4.  Of  insolvent  bank—Prigrity  of  Crown — Not  taken  away  by  45  Vic. 
ch.  23  D. 

■      ■  S^tf  CROWN  15.  .    '.     •   y,v.    •••    i' 

"Witness — Rernnal  to  answer  qnestlons  on   cross-examination-Improper 
rnllngr— Misdirection. 

Plaintiff  (respondent),  a  teller  in  a  bank  in  New  York,  absconded  with 
funds  of  the  bank,  and  came  to  St.  John,  N.  B.,  where  he  was  arrested  by 
the  defendant  (appellant),  a  detective  residing  in  Halifax,  N.  S.,  and 
imprisoned  in  the  police  station  for  several  hours.  No  charge  having  been 
made  against  him  he  was  released.  While  plaintiff  was  a  prisoner  at  the 
police  station,  the  defendant  went  to  plaintiffs  boarding  house  and  saw  his 
wife,  read  to  her  a  telegram  and  demanded  and  obtained  from  her  money 
she  had  in  her  possession,  telling  her  that  it  belonged  to  the  bank,  and  that 
her  husband  was  in  custody.  In  an  action  for  assault  and  false  imprison- 
ment and  for  money  had  and  received,  the  defendant  pleaded,  inter  alia, 
that  the  money  had  been  fraudulently  stolen  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  city  of 
New  York,  froui  the  bank,  and  was  not  the  money  of  the  plaintiff;  that 
defendant  as  agent  of  the  bank,  received  the  money  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
bank,  and  paid  it  over  to  them.    Several  witnesses  were  examined,  and  the 

""  '  plaintiff  being  examined  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  did  not,  on  cross- 
examination,  answer  certain  questions,  relying,  as  he  said,  upon  his  counsel 
to  advise  him,  and  on  being  interrogated  as  to  bis  belief  that  his  so  doing 
would  tend  to  criminate  him,  he  remained  silent,  and  on  being  pressed  he 

*        refused  to  answer  whether  he  apprehended  serious  consequences  if   he 

answered  the  questions  proposed.    The  learned  judge  then  told  the  jury 

that  there  was  no  identification  of  the  money,  and  directed  them  that,  if 

they  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  money  was  obtained  by  force  or  duress 

from  plaintiff's  wife,  they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff. 

Held,  Henry  J.  dissenting,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  oath 

of  the  party  that  he  objected  to  answer  because  he  believed  his  answering 

would  tend  to  criminate  him. 

•Power?.  E1U8—VI,  1. 

2,  Eight  of  two  Counsel  to  cross-examine  the  witness. 

«ee  CONTRACT  4. 

3.  Cross-examination  of  witness — Contradiction. 

See  CRIMINAL  APPEAL  4. 
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Words,  Construction  of— Income. 

See  ASSESSMENT  6. 

2.  Good  merchantable  Timber 

See  AQREEMENT  1. 

3.  Wilful  Offence. 

See  ELECTION  8. 

4.  At  owner's  risk. 

See  RAILWAYS  AND  RAILWAY  COMPANIES  6. 

5.  Gro  out  in  tow. 

See  INSURANCE,  MARINE  1. 

6.  On  view. 

See  PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  4. 

7.  Trader. 

See  INSOLVENCY  14. 
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The   follo>ving  cases   should    have    appeared   under 
their  respective  heads : 

Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes. 

o    (a).  Notice  of  dishonor  to  endorser— S7  Tic.  eh.  47|  see.  1. 

The  Merchant's  Bank  of  Halifax  (appellants)  as  holders  of  promissory 
notes  endorsed  by  MoN.  (respondent)  brought  an  action  against  him  for 
their  amount.  The  notes  were  dated  at  Summerside,  and  were  payable  at 
the  agency  of  the  Merchant's  Bank  of  Halifax,  Summerside.  The  defendant 
resided  at  the  town  of  Simimerside,  and  his  place  of  business  was  there. 
Notioes  of  dishonor  were  given  to  defendant  by  posting  such  notices, 
addressed  to  the  defendant  at  Summerside,  at  1  o'clock  pjn.  on  the  day  after 
the  day  on  which  the  notes  matured,  the  postage  on  such  notices  being  duly 
prepaid.  There  is  no  local  delivery  by  letter  carriers  from  the  j)ost  office 
in  Summerside.  No  evidence  was  given  by  defendant  that  he  did  not 
receive  the  notices  of  dishonor,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiffs 
that  the  defendant  had  received  them. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Onirt  of  P.E.I.,  that  such 

notices  were  sufficient  under  37  Vic.  ch.  47,  sec.  1. 

Merchant's  Bank  of  Hallbx  t.  HcNutt.-xl,  126. 
Election. 

12  (a).   Bale  rescinding  ex  parte  order  eatendlngr  time  for  service  of  petl> 
tlon— 8.  C.  A.  A.,  1879,  sec.  10. 

The  petitioner,  on  an  ixparte  application  to  a  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Oourt  of  N.  S.,  obtained  an  extension  of  time  for  service  of  the  petition,  but 
subsequently,  on  application  of  respondent,  on  cause  shown,  the  judge 
rescinded  the  order  as  made  improvidently.  On  a  second  application  made 
exparte  by  petitioner  supported  by  affidavits  the  judge  made  another  order 
extending  the  time.  The  respondent  then  obtained  from  the  judge  a  rule 
nisi  to  set  aside  this  second  order,  and  such  rule  was  made  absolute  by  the 
full  court,  on  the  ground  that  all  the  facts  on  which  the  second  application 
was  based  were  in  the  knowledge  of  the  petitioner  when  the  first  application 
was  made.  ' 

Held,  Fournier  and  Henry  JJ.  dissenting,  that  the  rule  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  N.  S.  was  not  a  judgment,  rule,  order  or  decision  on  a  preliminary 
objection  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie  under  sec.  10,S.  C.  A.  A.,  1879. 

Kings  Coanty,,  N.  8.  Election  Case  (Dickie  v.  Woodwortli)-Tiii,  192. 

[This  case  was  approved  of  and  followed  m  the  Gloucester,  N.  B.,  elec- 
tion case.    See  Ekction  13.J 
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22.  Dominion  Klectlons  Act,  lt»74,  mee».  96  A  08— PromlHe  to  pay  debts  dne 
for  a  previous  election— Hiring  of  carters  to  convey  voters  to  poll— (?or> 
rupt  practices. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  1st.  When  an  agent  of 
a  candidate  receives  and  spends  for  election  purposes  large  sums  of  money, 
and  does  not  render  an  account  of  such  expenditure,  it  will  create  a  pre- 
sumption that  corrupt  practices  have  been  resorted  to. 

2.  The  payment  by  an  agent  of  a  sum  of  $147  to  a  voter  claiming  the 

same  to  be  due  for  expenses  at  a  previous  election,  and  who  refuses  to  vote 

until  the  amount  is  paid,  is  a  corrupt  practice. 

it  3.  The  hh-ing  and  paying  of  carters  by  an  agent  to  convey  voters,  who 

.  <     are  known  to  be  supporters  of  the  agent's  candidate,  is  a  corrupt  practice. 

,-.,      Young  v.  Smith,  4  Can.  S.  C.  R.  494,  followed. 

levia  Election  Case  (Bellean  r.  Dassaolt).— xl,  133. 
Habeas  Corpus. 

4.  Application  for  writ  of — Im  prisonment  of  execution  debtor— Application 
for  disctaargre  under  eta.  118  KS.M.B.  5th  ser.'- Examination  of  debt«>r— 
Fraud  disclosed  on— Remand  to  .jail  tor  six  months— Order  dated  on  Sun- 
day—New order. 

J.  was  in  custody  on  an  execution  for  debt  and  applied  to  a  Judge  of  the 
County  Court,  under  ch.  118  U.S.  N.S.  5th  series,  to  be  examined  as  to  his 
affairs  with  a  view  to  obtaining  his  discharge.    The  examination  was  held  by 
'      the  County  Court  Judge,  who,  on  January  23rd,  1886,  made  an  order  to  the 
efiect  that  J.  was  adjudged  guilty  of  fraud  in  respect  to  the  delay  of  payment 
, '  *     of  his  debt  to  the  execution  creditors,  and  in  regard  to  the  disposal  of  his 
property,  and  by  such  order  remanded  J.  to  jaU,  without  privilege  of  jail 
limits,  for  a  further  period  of  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  remand.  When 
the  order  was  drawn  up  it  was  dated  24th  of  January,  1886,  (which  was  Sun- 
day) and  directed  that  J.  be  confined  in  the  county  jail  for  six  months  from 
that  date. 
'  '"  J.  was  taken  back  to  jail,  the  order  dated  on  Sunday  being  delivered  to 

•  the  jailer,  and  the  counsel  for  the  execution  creditors,  on  Monday,  January 
the  25th,  procured  from  the  County  Court  Judge  another  order  dated  the 
25th,  ordering  J.  to  be  imprisoned  for  six  months  from  January  23rd. 

Application  was  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus,  which  was  refused,  the  majority  of 
the  court  holding  that  he  was  rightly  held  in  custody,  if  not  on  the  order  of 
the  County  Court  Judge,  then  on  the  original  cause  of  his  detention,  the 
writ  of  execution. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  IIcl(l,  that  the  appeal  must 
be  dismissed.    Appeal  dismissed  without  costs.    (See  iVa«/tce  31). 

In  re  George  B.  Joliiison.--20th  Febraary,  1886. 
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Cases  in  which  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  have  granted  or  refused  leave  to  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada. 


1.    Johnston  y.  The  Mlnlstera,  &o.,  St.  Andrew's  Church,  Montreal. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 
•'  The  Judicial  Committee  Held,  that,  although  her  Majesty's  prerogative 

to  allow  an  appeal  was  preserved  by  sec.  47  of  the  Sup.  and  E.  C.  Act  (38 
Vic.  oh.  11),  neither  the  magnitude  of  the  case,  nor  the  effect  which  the 
decision  might  have  upon  a  number  of  other  cases,  made  it  a  case  in  which 
an  appeal  should  be  allowed.     (See  Pewholder.)  ...'.. 

3  App.  CKNes  150.— 10th  Deer.,  1877. 
[As  to  the  prerogative  right  to  allow  an  appeal  as  an  act  of  grace,  see 
Cuahing  v.  Dupuy ;  5  App.  Cases  409. 

•'  ■  In  a  case  of  the  ,BanTc  of  New  Brunswick  v.  McLeod  (not  reported)  a 
petition  was  presented  for  special  leave  to  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  C!ourt  of  New  Brunswick.  In  refusing  leave  the  Judicial  CJommittee 
gave  reasons  to  the  following  effect : — 

1.  The  policy  of  the  Dominion  Legislature  is  to  discountenance  appeals 
in  matters  of  insolvency,  so  much  so  that  not  even  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Ck>urt  of  Canada  is  allowed,  and  the  final  decision  is  made  to  rest  with  the 
highest  court  in  each  province. 

2.  The  Dominion  Legislature  cannot  affect  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown 
to  grant  special  leave  to  appeal,  but  in  advising  her  Majesty  whether  the 
prerogative  should  be  exercised,  the  Privy  Council  pays  attention  to  the 
expressed  wishes  of  the  Colony,  and  will  not  recommend  its  exercise  except 
in  oases  of  general  interest  and  importance,  and  then  only  when  it  manifestly 
appears  that  the  court  below  has  erred  in  a  matter  of  law. 

3.  But  even  if  it  should  be  shown  that  the  court  below  has  so  erred, 
leave  will  be  refused,  if  it  appear  f^at  the  court  below  has  decided  the  case 
independently  of  any  point  of  law  upon  a  particular  view  of  the  facts,  for 
the  Privy  Council  adopts  the  facts  as  found  by  the  court  below,  and  will  not 
review  such  findings  in  an  appeal  entertained  as  an  act  of  grace.  June,  1882.] 

3.    Clagnon  \,  Prince. 

Leave  to  appeal  roftised. 

The  Judicial  Committee  held  that  they  will  not  advise  her  Miyesty  to 
admit  an  appeal  firom  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  save  where  the  case  is 


642 

of  gravity,  involTicg  matter  of  public  interest,  or  some  important  question  of 

law,  or  affecting  property  of  considerable  amount ;  or  where  the  oa«e  is 

otherwise  of  some  public  importance,  or  of  a  very  substantial  character. 

(See  Evidences). 

8  App.  Casea  lOS.— SStb  November,  ItSS. 

8,     Montmorency  Kleetlon  Case  (Valln  v.  Langlois). 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 

(See  Election  4). 

S  App.  Cases  lis.— IStb  December,  1S79. 

4.  KawlMi  T.  Sullivan. 

Judgment  of  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  reversed, -;i    ,•  -     ,.  r  ;     ,, 

{See  Aaaeeament  and  Taxes  G.) 

6  App.  Cases  378.— asnd  February,  IStl. 

5.  Moore  T.  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co. 

The  holding  of  the  Judicial  Committee  will  be  found  at  page  238. 

'  (See  Jurisdiction  20.) 

6  App.  Cases  644.-7th  Jnly,  1881. 

6.  Cltliens  Insurance  Co.  t.  Parsons. 

Queen  Insurance  Co.  T.  Parsons.    >  •  .^   ^  i  ' 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  respecting  the  validity 

of  39  Vic.  ch.  24  O.  affirmed.    Judgment  on  the  merits  I'eversed. 

(See  Legisiature  5.) 
' '  ■■■■■■'>'  7  App.  Cases  06.— letta  November,  XSSI. 

[See  also  Dobie  v.  Temporalities  Board,  7  App.  Cases  136.] 


7.  BelleauT.  The  Queen. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  reversed  and  judgment 
directed  to  be  entered  for  the  Crown.  ,..,-, 

(See  Petition  of  Bight  6.) 

7  App,  Cases  473.— aotta  June,  1SS2. 

8.  The  Mayor,  ^^i  of  Frederlclon  r.  The  Queen. 

Eeviewed  by  the  Judicial  Committee  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  The 
Queen.   Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  affinned. 
(See  Parliament  of  Canada  5.) 

7  App.  Cases  820.— 23rd  Jnne,  18SS. 
.   {Russell  V.  The  Queen  explained  and  approved  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen. 
9  App.  Cases  117 15th  Deer.,  1883.] 

0.    Canada  Central  By.  Co,  V.  Murray. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 

Application  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  question  raised  involved  no 

issue  except  an  issue  of  fact ;  and  that  the  judges  below  had  differed  upon  a 

question  of  fact  in  regard  to  an  ordinary  contract  of  employment  did  not 

seem  to  be  any  reason  for  permitting  an  appeal,  having  regard  to  the  terms 

'.    of  the  statute  which  now  regulates  these  appeals. 
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Their  Lordships  also  stated  that  they  were  desirous  in  this  case  "  to  lay 
down  the  rule  that  they  will  in  future  expect  parties  who  are  petitioning  for 
leave  to  hring  an  appeal  before  this  Board  to  state  succinctly,  but  fully,  in 
their  petition  the  grounds  upon  which  they  make  that  demand.  They  cer- 
tainly expect  that  parties  will  confine  themselves  in  future  to  the  petition, 
and  will  not  wander  into  extraneous  matter,  such  as  the  record  and  proceed- 
ings, over  which  this  Board,  until  an  appeal  is  permitted  and  the  papers  are 
sent  to  England  by  the  proper  authorities,  have  no  control,  and  which  they 
cannot   accept  on   an    ex  parte  statement,  which  an  application  of  this 

kind  is."    (See  Agreement  6.) 

H  Ai»p.  €«■««  S74.-seth  Jnne,  1SS8. 

10,  Mercer  t.  Attorney  General  for  Ontario. 

•  .   Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  reversed. 

(See  Legislature  6). 

8  App.  Cases  7e7.-18ita  July,  1888. 

11.  Dapny  V.  Daconda* 

.'*..'    T    Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  reversed.      •        ^ 

(See  Sale  of  Lands  1). 

0  App.  Cases  150.— aTth  BToTember,  I88:i. 

13.  Haclaren  t.  Caldwell. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  revereed. 

(See  Streams). 

9  App.  Cases  302,— 7tb  April,  1884. 

18.  Qoeen  \.  Doatre. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  afflnned. 

For  the  holdings  of  the  Judicial  Committee  see  p.  351.    (Petition  of 

Right  5). 

9  App.  Cases  745.— ISth  Inly,  1884. 

14.  Sewell  T.  British  Columbia  Towing  Co. 

Leave  to  appeal  granted  26th  June,  1884. 

(See  Ships  and  Shipping  5.) 
[The  appeal  was  never  heard  before  the  Judicial  C!ommittee,  the  case 
having  been  settled  between  the  parties.] 

15.  Reed  T.  Monssean. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  affirmed. 

(See  Legislature  7.) 

10  App.  Cases  I41.-S6th  November,  1884. 

16.  Corporation  of  the  City  ofQoebec  t.  Quebec  Central  By.  Co. 

Leave  to  appeal  granted  5th  March,  1885. 

(See  Railwaya  and  Railway  Companies  9.) 
[The  appeal  has  not  yet  been  heard  by  the  Judicial  Committee.] 

11.  In  re  Liquor  License  Act,  18SS,  and  Act  amending. 

The  Acts  were  held  by  the  Judicial  Committee  ultra  vires  in  whole. 
(See  Liquor  License  Act,  1883.) 
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18.  Lewln  v.  Wilson. 

Leave  to  appeal  grantetl  24th  June,  1885. 
« .  Judgment  reversed  25th  June,  1886. 

(Hee  Mortgage  2.) 

19.  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Ky.  Co.  v.  The  ((ueen. 

Leave  granted  to  the  WindHor  and  Annapolis  "Ry.  Co.  to  appeal. 
Leave  granted  alHO  to  the  Attorney  General  for  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  to  appeal. 

[The  appeals  have  been  heard  and  stand  for  judgment.] 
(See  Petition  of  Right  15.) 

90.  Sweeney  v.  Bank  of  Montreal. 

Leave  to  appeal  granted  29th  December,  1885.  '• 

(See  Truats  and  Trustees.") 
[The  appeal  has  not  yet  been  heard  by  the  Judicial  Committee.] 

21.  Halifax  and  Cape  Breton  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.  t.  Gregory. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused  3rd  April,  1886. 

(.Q&ei  Railways  and  Railway  Companies  \^.)  >  '- 

22.  Parker  T.  Montreal  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused,  ••    v  •    . ..~ 

(See  Railways  and  Railway  Companies  23.) 

23.  St.  Lawrence  and  Ottawa  Ry.  Co  r.  Lett. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused.  <    aj;i     .♦•;. 

(See  Railways  and  Railway  Companies  24.) 

21.  Chevrler  v.  The  <laeen. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 

(See  Petition  of  Right  3.) 

25.  Russell  V.  Lefl'anf ois. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 
(See  Will  7.) 

26.  Smith  T.  Ooldle. 

Leave  to  appeal  refused. 

(See  Patent  of  Invention  1.) 

27.  Nasmith  v.  Manning. 

Leave  to  appeal  granted,  but  case  was  settled  before  appeal  heai-d. 
(See  Corporations  8.) 
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Crowley,  Dorion  v 

Crysler,  McKay  v 
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Cummings,  Gladwin  » 
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Cuthbert,  Genereux  v.  (Berthier  Election  Case) —. 
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Dansereau,  Letounieuz  v 
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Dartmouth,  The  Warden  &c.  of,  The  Queen  v , 

Davison  v.  Burnham « 

Davidson,  Gates  v 

«       Lord© 

"       Oliver  v 

"       The  Queddy  River  Driving  Boom  Co.  v • 

Dawson  v.  McDonald ...., 

"     v.Ogden 

"     V.  iSe  Union  Bank  of  Lower  Canada ,,... 

DeBeaujeu,  FUiatrault  v.  (Soula.     .s  Election  Case) 

DeBlaquiere,  Synod  of  the  Diocese  of  Toronto  v 

Delaware  Mut.  Safety  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chapman 

Dempster,  Bowmauville  Machine  Co.  v 

Denmark,  McConaghy  v 

Desilets^  Gingras  v 

Deslauriers,  Larue  v.  (Bellechase  Election  Case) 

Dewe  V.  Waterbury 

DeWolf,  Jones  v ■ 

Dickie  t>.  Woodworth  (King's  County,  N.S.,  Election  Case).^ 

Dickson,  Kearney  v 

Dominion  of  Canada  Land  &  Colonization  Co.,  Hall  v 

Dominion  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Gilchrist , 
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Cameron 
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Dorion  ».  Crowley 
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Doutre,  The  Queen  v 

Doull,  McDonald  v 
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Driscoll,  MiUville  Mut.  Mar.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.... 

Drummond  v.  Baylis 

Dubuc  V.  Eidston ...,. 
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Farmer  v.  Livingstone 

u  tt  

Faulds  V.  Harper 

Fauteux,  Montreal  Loan  and  Mortgage  Co  v 

Fawcett  V.  Anderson 

Fenton,  Church  v 

Ferguson  v.  Ferguson.... 

Filiatrault  v.  Be  Beaiy'eu  (Soulanges  Election  Case). 
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Gage,  Canada  Publishing  Co.  v ....' 

Gagnon  v.  Prince 
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Garland,  The  (Monaghan  v.  Horn) 

Garland,  McLean  v 

Gates  V.  Davidson 
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Gladwin  e.  Ciuumings > , 
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«    V.  McFadden 

"   Montreal  v.,...., „... 

Hamilton,  Peters  « 

Hancock,  Long  0 

Hannon,  McLean  v , 

Harper,  Faulds  v , 

Harrington  v.  Corse 

Hart,  Joyce  v 

"     Troop  V , 

Harty,  O'Sullivano „ 


ix,  385 


x,  105 

ii,  431 

iii,  159 

V,  179 

vi,  707 


xi,  333 


xi,  291 


ix,  303 

X,  635 

iii,  296 


viii,  631 


iu,  706 


ix,  412 
i,  321 


^'1 


Page 
Digest. 


vii,  512 
xi,  322 


245 

191 

146 

152 
334,  397 

544 

197 
152,  386 

156 
897,  423 
49 

441 

426 

440 

427 

440 

429 

462 

317 
12,45,131 

524 

425 

426 

183 
434,  544 

101 
381,  404 
407,  413 
339,  395 

205 

102 
71 

157 

161 


288 
434,  544 

242 

316 
18,  389 

507 

430 
280,  389 

454 

178 

519 

299 

531 
132,229 

289 

453 
172,411 


TABLE  OF  CASES  IN  THE  DIGEST. 


553 


Name  of  Case. 


Hastings  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  r.  Shannon , 

Hawkins  v.  Smith  (Bothwell  Election  Case) 

Hubert,  PinsonnetMlt  t> , 

Henderson  v.  Quillet  (West  Northumberland  Election  Case) 

Herbert  v.  Donovan 

Hickey,  Rose  v i > .•».... 

Hobbs  V.  The  Guardian  Ass.  Co m 

"     V.  The  Northern  Ass.  Co 

Hockin  «.  Halifax  and  Cape  Breton  Ry.  and  Coal  Co 

Hoe,  Mullen  v , 

Holman  v.  Green , 

Hood,  Mclntyre  v... 

Horn,  Monaghan  t    (The  Garland) 
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Howard,  Bickford  v 

"       V.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co , 

Hudon  Cotton  Co.  v.  Canada  Shipping  Co 
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"       R088» 

Huron,  West,  Election  Case  (Mitchell  v.  Cameron) 

Huron^  Wright  v 

Hutchison ,  Trustees  of  the  St.  John  Y.  M.  C.  A.  « 

Hutchinson  e.  CfJder. 
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Imperial  Loan  Ins.  O).,  Kelly  v 

Incorporated  Synod  of  the  Diocese  of  Huron,  Wright  v . . 

Ings  e.  The  Bank  of  P.E.I 
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Eandick  v.  Morrison . 
Kane,  Wright  v. . ..  . 
Kaulback,  Beamish  v. 

Kean,  Kearney  v 


Kearney  v.  Creelman . 


V,  Dickson. 
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Keefer,  Merchants'  Bank  of  Canada  ». 

Keith,  Anchor  Marine  Ins.  Co  o 

"     MoCuaig  V.  (The  Picton). 

Kelly  ».  Imperial  Loan  Ins.  Co 

"    V.  Sulivan 


Kenny,  Chiaholm  v .. 

"      City  of  Halifax  » 

"      tJ.TheQueen 

Kent,  County  of,  In  re  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878. 

Kerr,  Milloy  v 
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Larue  v.  Deslauriers  (Bellechasse  Election  Case). 

Lasnier,  Collette  v 

Lassalle,  Bergeron  v , 

Lawless  v.  Sullivan 
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Lawlor  v.  Lawlor , 

Lawrason,  The  Trust  and  Loan  Co.  v 

Lawson,  Canadian  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v 

Lecain  v.  Hosterman -. 

Leduc,  McGreevy  v 

Lees,  Stewart  v 

l«febvre  ».  The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Quebec, 

Lefrangois,  Russell  v 

LeMaire  &c.  de  Terrebonne  v.  Les  Soeurs  &c.  de  la  Providence 

Lenoir  r.  Ritchie 

Les  Cur6  et  Marguillers  de  la  Faroisse  de  la  Nativite,  Bank  ) 

of  Toronto  »  i 

Letoumeux  V.  Dansereau 

Lett,  St.  Lawrence  and  Ottawa  Ry.  Co.  v 

Levi  V.  Roed 

Lfivis  Election  Case  (Belleau  v.  Dussault) 

Levis,  Town  of,  Quebec  Warehouse  Co.  »  

Levy  V.  Halifax  and  Cape  Breton  Ry.  and  Coal  Co 

Lewin,  J.  D.  ex  parte 

"      Almon  v  

"     V.  Wilson 

Liggett,  Treacey  » 

Lionais  v.  The  Molson's  Bank 

Liquidators  of  the  Bank  of  P.  E.  I.,  Morris  v 

Liquor  License  Act,  1883,  In  re 

Livingstone,  Farmer  v 
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Lloyd,  Bickford  v •_ 

London  and  Canadian  Loan  and  Agency  Co.,  Warin  v . , 

London  and  Liverpool  and  Globe  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wyld.  — 

London  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wright 
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Lord  V.  Davidson.   . ■ 
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Martin  e.  Roy 

Martloy  r.  Caraon 

May  0.  McArthur 

Mayor,  <&c.,  of  Fredorioton  v.  Tho  Queen 

"  Montreal  v.  Hall 

"  St.  John,  Edwards  r 

"  "  McSorley  v 

"  "  c.Pattison 

M.  C.  Upper,  The  (McCallum  v.  Odette). .' . . . 

Megantic  Election  Case  (Frechette o.  Qoulet). 
«  ((  tt  a 

Mercer  v.  The  Attorney  General  for  Ontario. . 
Merchants'  Bank  of  Canada  v.  Keefer » . 

"  "  Moffatt »...-. 

«  "  ».  The  Queen 

«  «  ».  Smith 

"  «  V.  Whitfield 

Merchants'  Bank  of  Halifax  v.  Gillespie 

"  "  t>.  McNutt 


Where 
Reported. 


Merchants'  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  Boak  v. 


u 
tt 


u 
It 


Butler  V . . . 
V.  Kumsey. 


Miller,  Coleman  v 

Milloy  V.  Kerr 

Millville  Mut.  Mar.  and  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Driscoll 

Minister  and  Trustees  of  St.  Andrew's  Church,  Montreal, 

Johnstonv 

Minnie  Morton,  The  (Owen  v.  Odette) 

Mitchell  V.  Cameron  (West  Huron  Election  Case) 

Mockler,  McGowan  v 

Moffatt,  Burland  v ... 
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